Attachment B

October 18, 2021

From: Planning Commission

Re:  Public Written Testimonies on Short-Term Rental
Submitted 8/18/21 — 9/8/21 relating to Departmental
Communication D-702 (2021)
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—---Original Message-----
Erom: Richard Huddieston [mailto:richardhuddleston@gmail.com]

AUG

30 2021

Sent: Monday, August 30, 2021 6:15 AM
To: info@henoluludpp.org

DEPT. OF PLAHNING AND PERMITTING

Subject: Please Do Not Change the Rental Period

Dear Sirs:

It is not advisable for you to change the current rental policy for vacation rentals on ‘Oahu.| It seems like
you are thinking about doing this due to pressure from the hotel lobbies. If you do, you will lose out on
the taxes you collect and which ‘Oahu really needs do to “questionable” projects that need to be paid.
Furthermore, it would not be to my personal advantage. Please send information to the pfoposed web-

cam meeting to discuss this as | would like to join.
Sincerely,

Judith Huddleston
313-802-0875
59-001 F Holawa
Hale'iwa, Hawaii










Mahalo

Bnl Sevsr

2440 Kuhio Ave. Apt#1510, Honolulu, Hl 96815 USA
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CONFORMING Use Cettificates) explicitly preserves the property rights of
NUC's because, as DPP Director explained, that NUC's are vested property
rights that run with the property. Yet, this proposal intenticnally ignores the
fact that as-of-right uses also are protected rights and cannot be so flippantly
taken by the government, at least not in the United States of America.

This draft proposal takes away individual owner's property rights, and appears
to by written by corporate hotel interests. In order arrive at a fair and sensible
regulation which | support, | urge the DPP to inciude short term rental
stakeholders as one of the voices in the conversation, so that proposals can
be thoughtfully considered and evaluated from multiple vantage points, not
just from the corporate hotel's perspective.

Thank you,
John An




EGEIVE
AUG 30 2021

DEPT. OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

To whom it may concern,

Regarding the proposed Amendments to Chapter 21 (Land Use Ordinance), Revised-Crdimancesof
Honolulu (ROH)1990, as Amended, Relating to Transient Accommodations, | hereby submit my
comments and testimony in opposition.

| fully support enforcement actions against illegal Short-Term Rental operators. There is no need to

change the definition from 30-days to 180-days, and | support every effort to properly enforce the 30-
day minimum.

The draft Bill plans to ban the legal 30-day minimum vacation rentals in Apartment Precincts in Waikiki.
1 oppaose this Bill for the following reasons:

1. There are people on Oahu who need rentals of less than 180-days. These uses include:
Families from out of State that are taking care of loved ones
People moving to Oahu and fooking to buy a home
Families who are waiting for their new home to complete construction
Government contract workers
Traveling nurses
Military PCS while looking for a home to buy
Home Sellers who need to rent until they find a new property
Film and TV crews while on a shoot

Those people don't need or want to stay at ocean front hotels paying expensive accommodation
fees, There should be an option for them to stay at condos less than 180 days with affordable
rates. This also benefits Hawaii's economy.

2. Some buildings in Apartment Precincts in Waikiki ban 30-day vacation rentals in their Building
Bylaws, while there are some buildings that allow 30-day vacation rentals. If the purpose of this
Bill is to protect neighbors, why not let Owners Associations decide by allowing their input? 1 do
not believe the DPP should override those owners' rights and implement such a one-sided
standardized rule ignoring each building's owners' opinion and right to decide.

While it is understandable banning illegal vacation rentals in more quiet “residential”
neighborhoods such as Kailua or Hawaii Kai, it makes no sense for Waikiki. Waikiki is unigue as a
successful tourism destination, with many local businesses, restaurants, and shops, that depend
on tourists. Healthy successful tourism needs a variety of accommodations that provide options
to visitors. With this proposed Bill it is narrowing accommodations to only local residents with
long term 180-day leases, who will not contribute to the special businesses aimed at tourism
and income for business owners and the state of Hawaii.

It is obvious that this Bill is aimed to help the Hotel Industry in Waikiki. It does not benefit Oahu
by providing healthy competition as it only promotes the vested interest of the Hotel industry
and its revenue.




| also oppose this Bill for the following reasons:

1. Condo-Hotel properties MUST be operated by the Hotel: There are no illegal vacation rentals in
condo- hotels. They are zoned as Hotel/Resort and many privately owned. I'm not a lawyer, but
I think it may violate antitrust laws {In the United States, antitrust laws are a collection of federal
and state government laws that regulate the conduct and organization of business corporations
and are generally intended to promote competition and prevent monopolies). | cannot see any
rationale in this move other than monapolizing the tourism market by protecting the hotel
industry's interest and destroying legal property management companies.

Competition in this industry is vitally important to keep improving Hawaii's accommodation
services and attracting visitors to Hawaii. Competition results in better service, better property
management with increased tax income to the State that benefits all local residents.

2. At the City and County level, this bill will affect the market value of many properties. Affecting
these values will affect tax revenues and their ultimate use.

There should be other ways to stop illegal vacation rentals or solve the issue of the shortage of housing
for Iocal residents.

Letting the Hotel Industry monopolize the Oahu's accommodation options will result in a ruined
economy.

Name Kyoko Tanaka

Date 8/30/2021

Signature Kvoko Tanaka
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To whom it may concern,

DEPT. OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

10

Regarding the proposed Amendments to Chapter 21 (Land Use Ordinance), Revised Ordinarices of

Honolulu {(ROH)1990, as Amended, Relating to Transient Accommodations, | hereby submit my
comments and testimony in opposition.

1 fully support enforcement actions against illegal Short-Term Rental operators. There is no need to
change the definition from 30-days to 180-days, and | support every effort to properly enforce the 30-

day minimum.

The draft Bill plans to ban the legal 30-day minimurm vacation rentals in Apartment Precincts in Waikiki.

1 oppose this Bill for the following reasons:

1. There are people on Oahu who need rentals of less than 180-days. These uses include:

Families from out of State that are taking care of loved ones
- People moving to Oahu and looking to buy a home
Families who are waiting for thelr new home to complete construction
Government contract workers
«  Traveling nurses
Military PCS while looking for a home to buy
Home Sellers who need to rent until they find a new property
Film and TV crews while on a shoot

Those people don't need or want to stay at ocean front hotels paying expensive accommodation
fees. There should be an option for them to stay at condos less than 180 days with affordable
rates. This also benefits Hawaii's economy.

. Some buildings in Apartment Precincts in Waikiki ban 30-day vacation rentals in their Building
Bylaws, while there are some buildings that allow 30-day vacation rentals. If the purpose of this
Bill is to protect neighbors, why not let Owners Assoclations decide by allowing their input? 1do
not believe the DPP should override those owners' rights and implement such a one-sided
standardized rule ignoring each building’s owners' opinion and right to decide.

While it is understandable banning illegal vacation rentals in more quiet “residential”
neighborhoods such as Kailua or Hawaii Kai, it makes no sense for waikiki. Waikiki is unique asa
successful tourism destination, with many local businesses, restaurants, and shops, that depend
on tourlsts. Healthy successful tourism needs a variety of accommodations that provide options
to visitors. With this proposed Bill it is narrowing accommodations to only local residents with
long term 180-day leases, who will not contribute to the special businesses aimed at tourism
and income for business owners and the state of Hawall.

It is obvious that this Bill is aimed to help the Hotel Industry in Waikiki. It does not benefit Oahu
by providing healthy competition as it only promotes the vested interest of the Hotel industry
and its revenue.




1 also oppose this Bill for the following reasons:

1. Condo-Hotel properties MUST be operated by the Hotel: There are no illegal vacation rentals in
condo- hotels. They are zoned as Hotel/Resort and many privately owned. I'm not a lawyer, but
i think it may violate antitrust laws (In the United States, antitrust laws are a collection of federal
and state government laws that regulate the conduct and organization of business corporations
and are generally intended to promote competition and prevent monopolies). | cannot see any
rationale in this move other than monopolizing the tourism market by protecting the hotel
industry's interest and destroying legal property management companies.

Competition in this industry is vitally important to keep improving Hawaii's accommodation
services and attracting visitors to Hawall, Competition results in better service, better property
management with increased tax income to the State that benefits all local residents.

2. At the City and County level, this bill wiil affect the market vaiue of many properties. Affecting
these values will affect tax revenues and their ultimate use.

There should be other ways to stop illegal vacation rentals or solve the issue of the shortage of housing
for local residents.

Letting the Hotel Industry monopolize the Oahu’s accommodation options will result in a ruined
economy.

Name \(00 MEE C-H UU
Date B /’50 /7—07-[
Signature “Joo MFE CH A/
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To whom it may concern,

Regarding the proposed Amendments to Chapter 21 (Land Use Ordinance), i %@EH%MEM&AEQJ?ERM””"G

Honolulu {(ROH}1990, as Amended, Relating to Transient Accommodations, | hereby submit my
comments and testimony in opposition.

I fully support enforcement actions against illegal Short-Term Rental operators, There is no need to

change the definition from 30-days to 180-days, and | support every effort to properly enforce the 30-
day minimum.

The draft Bill plans to ban the legal 30-day minimum vacation rentals in Apartment Precincts in Waikiki.
| oppose this Bill for the following reasons:

1. There are people on Oahu who need rentals of less than 180-days. These uses include:
Families from out of State that are taking care of loved ones
People moving to Oahu and looking to buy a home
Families who are waiting for their new home to complete construction
Government contract workers
Traveling nurses
Military PCS while looking for a home to buy
Home Sellers who need to rent until they find a new property
Film and TV crews while on a shoot

Those people don’t need or want to stay at ocean front hotels paying expensive accommodation

fees. There should be an option for them to stay at condos less than 180 days with affordable
rates. This also benefits Hawaii's econamy.

2. Some buildings in Apartment Precincts in Waikiki ban 30-day vacation rentals in their Building
Bylaws, while there are some buildings that allow 30-day vacation rentals. If the purpose of this
Bill is to protect neighbors, why not let Owners Associations decide by allowing their input? 1do
not believe the DPP should override those owners' rights and implement such a one-sided
standardized rule ignoring each building's owners' opinion and right to decide.

; While it is understandable banning illegal vacation rentals in more quiet “residential”
neighborhoods such as Kailua or Hawaii Kai, it makes no sense for Waikiki. Waikiki is unique as a
successful tourism destination, with many local businesses, restaurants, and shops, that depend
on tourists. Healthy successful tourism needs a variety of accommodations that provide options
to visitors. With this proposed Bill it is narrowing accommodations to only local residents with
long term 180-day leases, who will not contribute to the special husinesses aimed at tourism’
and income for business owners and the state of Hawaii.

It is obvious that this Bill is aimed to help the Hotel Industry in Waikiki. it does not benefit Oahu
by providing healthy competition as it only promotes the vested interest of the Hotel industry
and its revenue.




i also oppose this Bill for the following reasons:

1. Condo-Hotel properties MUST be operated by the Hotel: There are no illegal vacation rentals in
condo- hotels. They are zoned as Hotel/Resort and many privately owned. I'm not a lawyer, but
1 think it may violate antitrust laws (In the United States, antitrust laws are a collection of federal
and state government laws that regulate the conduct and organization of business corporations
and are generally intended to promote competition and prevent monopolies}. | cannot see any
rationale in this move other than monopolizing the tourism market by protecting the hotel
industry's interest and destroying legal property management companies.

Competition in this industry is vitally important to keep improving Hawaii's accommodation
services and attracting visitors to Hawaii. Competition results in better service, better property
management with increased tax income to the State that benefits all local residents.

2. Atthe City and County level, this bill will affect the market value of many properties. Affecting
these values will affect tax revenues and their ultimate use.

There should be other ways to stop illegal vacation rentals or solve the issue of the shortage of housing
for local residents.

Letting the Hotel Industry monopolize the Oahu’s accommodation options will result in a ruined
economy.

Signature

Date: Aupust 30, 2021

Name: Patricia G Sanchez

Signature pﬂ WQ/‘
U I,

Date: _August 30, 2021
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DEPT. OF PLANNING
Regarding the proposed Amendments to Chapter 21 (Land Use Ordinance), Revised-Ordinances-of D PERAITTING

Honolulu (ROH)1990, as Amended, Relating to Transient Accommodations, | hereby submit my
comments and testimony in opposition.

To whom it may concern,

| fully support enforcement actions against illegal Short-Term Rental operators. There is no need to

change the definition from 30-days to 180-days, and | support every effort to properly enforce the 30-
day minimum.

The draft Bill plans to ban the legal 30-day minimum vacation rentals in Apartment Precincts in Waikiki. |
oppose this Bill for the following reasons:

1. There are people on Oahu who need rentals of less than 180-days. These uses include:
Families from out of State that are taking care of loved ones
People moving to Oahu and looking to buy a home
Families who are waiting for their new home to complete construction
Government contract workers
Traveling nurses
Military PCS while looking for a home to buy
Home Sellers who need to rent until they find a new property
Film and TV crews while on a shoot

Those people don’t need or want to stay at ocean front hotels paying expensive accommodation
fees. There should be an option for them to stay at candos less than 180 days with affordable
rates. This also benefits Hawali’s economy.

2. Some buildings in Apartment Precincts in Waikiki ban 30-day vacation rentals in their Building
Bylaws, while there are some buildings that allow 30-day vacation rentals. If the purpose of this
Bill is to protect neighbors, why not let Owners Assaciations decide by allowing their input? 1 do
not believe the DPP should override those owners' rights and implement such a one-sided
standardized rule ighoring each building's owners' opinion and right to decide.

While it is understandable banning illegal vacation rentals in more quiet “residential”
neighborhoods such as Kailua or Hawaii Kai, it makes no sense for Waikiki. Waikiki is unique as a
successful tourism destination, with many local businesses, restaurants, and shops, that depend
on tourists. Healthy successful tourism needs a variety of accommodations that provide options
to visitors. With this proposed Bill it is narrowing accommodations to only local residents with
long term 180-day leases, who will not contribute to the special businesses aimed at tourism
and income for business owners and the state of Hawaii.

It is obvious that this Bill is aimed to help the Hotel Industry in Waikiki. It does not benefit Oahu
by providing healthy competition as it only promotes the vested interest of the Hotel industry

and its revenue.

| also oppose this Bill for the following reasons:




1. Condo-Hotel properties MUST be operated by the Hotel: There are no illegal vacation rentals in
condo- hotels. They are zoned as Hotel/Resort and many privately owned. I'm not a lawyer, but |
think it may violate antitrust laws {In the United States, antitrust laws are a collection of federal
and state government laws that regulate the conduct and organization of business corporations
and are generally intended to promote competition and prevent monopolies). | cannot see any
rationale in this move other than monopolizing the tourism market by protecting the hotel
industry's interest and destroying legal property management companies.

Competition in this industry is vitally important to keep improving Hawaii's accommodation
services and attracting visitors to Hawaii. Competition results in better service, better property
management with increased tax income to the State that benefits all local residents.

2. At the City and County level, this bill will affect the market value of many properties. Affecting
these values will affect tax revenues and their ultimate use.

There should be other ways to stop illegal vacation rentals or solve the issue of the shortage of housing
for local residents.

Letting the Hotel Industry monopolize the Oahu’s accommodation options will result in a ruined
economy.

Name  Christina Davis McCullough

Date 8/30/21

signature  Christina Dasis Felullpgh













the hotel industry. It is obvious that this type of condition has only negative effects for the public
(high prices and low-quality service), and only benefits the hotel industry. In a purely
monopolistic

model, the monopoly firm can restrict output, raise prices, and enjoy super-normal profits in the
long run.

The hotels wonld be able to charge very high management fees to the owners of hotel-units
without

fearing to lose clients, since the owners wouldn’t have any other choice anymore. The same
would

apply if the owners wouldn’t be satisfied with the offered service.

Some Condominium-Hotels have up to 1,000 hotel-units. One hotel operator can easily be
overwhelmed by having to manage all the units and can’t offer the dedicated, very responsive
and

reliable service a management company can for both the owners and the guests. This could even
quickly turn the owner’s investments into a loss and force many to sell their units.

I agree that the number of tourists coming to the islands needs to be limited. A healthy tourism
industry would be highly beneficial for this island. But it is important for the tourism industry as
well

to support a healthy, professional, and competitive market. This is the only way to ensure that the
supply of vacation units is kept in good condition and the quality of services remains high.

2: Sec. 21-5.730.1: To allow TVUs in the Gold Coast;

It doesn’t seem obvious how this section can be in accordance with the original purpose of this
amendment, to:

- Stop decreasing the supply of long-term housing for local residents

- Stop the disruption to the character and fabric of our residential neighborhoods

- Stop the increase of rental prices.

3: Sec. 21-5.730-2: “Each natural person may own no more than one unit that is registered

as a B&amp;B or TVU.

This section does not have any positive impact on the local housing market! Since the number of
legal TVUs and B&amp;B will not increase, why does it matter how many units a person owns?
Aren’t we

living in a free market, where people can invest, own, purchase whatever is legal? What would
come ) B

next? Limiting the number of houses someone can own, or the number of cars someone can
own? I .

don’t believe such drastic regulations and limitation of ownership can protect the city’s
residential

neighborhoods and housing stock.
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AUG 30 2021

DEPT. OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

To whom it may concern,

Regarding the proposed Amendments to Chapter 21 (Land Use Ordinance), Revised Ordinances of
Honolulu {ROH)1990, as Amended, Relating to Transient Accommeadations, 1 hereby submit my
comments and testimony in opposition.

I fully support enforcement actions against illegal Short-Term Rental operators. There is no need to

change the definition from 30-days to 180-days, and | support every effort to properly enforce the 30-
day minimurmn.

The draft 8ill plans to ban the legal 30-day minimum vacation rentals in Apartment Precincts in Waikiki.
| oppose this Bill for the following reasons:

1. There are people on Oahu who need rentals of less than 180-days. These uses include:
- Families from out of State that are taking care of loved ones
People moving to Oahu and locking to buy a home
Families who are waiting for thelr new home to complete construction
Government contract workers
- Traveling nurses
Military PCS while looking for a home to buy
Home Sellers who need to rent until they find a new property
Film and TV crews while on a shoot

Those people don’t need or want to stay at ocean front hotels paying expensive accommodation
faes. There should be an option for them to stay at condos less than 180 days with affordable
rates. This also benefits Hawali’s economy.

2. Some buildings in Apartment Precincts in Waiklki ban 38-day vacation rentals in their Building
Bylaws, while there are some buildings that allow 30-day vacation rentals. If the purpose of this
Bill is to protect neighbors, why ot let Owners Assoriations decide by allowing their input? | do
not believe the DPP should override those owners' rights and implement such a one-sided
standardized rule ignoring each building’s owners' apinion and right to decide.

While it is understandable banning illegal vacation rentals in more quiet “residential”
neighborhoods such as Kailua or Hawaii Kaj, it makes no sense for Waikiki. Waikiki is unique as a
successful tourism destination, with many local businesses, restaurants, and shops, that depend
on tourists. Healthy successful tourism needs a variety of accommodations that provide options
to visltors. With this proposed Bill it is narrowing accommodations to only lacal residents with
long term 180-day leases, whao will not contribute to the special businesses aimed at tourism
and income for business owners and the state of Hawali.

it is cbvious that this Bill is 2imed to help the Hotel Industry in Waikiki. [t does not benefit Oahu
by providing healthy competition as it only promotes the vested interest of the Hotel industry
and its revenue,




I also oppose this Bill for the following reasons:

1. Condo-Hote! properties MUST be operated by the Hotel: There are no illegal vacation rentals in
condo- hotels. They are zoned as Hotel/Resort and many privately owned. 1'm not a lawyer, but
[ think it may violate antitrust [aws (In the United States, antitrust laws are a collection of federal
and state government laws that regulate the conduct and organization of business corparations
and are generally intended to promote competition and prevent monopolies). | cannot see any
rationale in this move other than monopolizing the tourism market by protecting the hotel
industry's interest and destroying legal property management companies.

Competition In this industry is vitally important to keep improving Hawaii's accommadation
services and attracting visitors to Hawaii. Competition results in better service, better property
management with increased tax income to the State that benefits all local residents.

2. At the City and County level, this bifl will affect the market value of many properties. Affecting
these values will affect tax revenues and their ultimate use.

There should be other ways to stop illegal vacation rentals or solve the issue of the shortage of housing
for local residents.

Letting the Hotel Industry monopolize the Oahu’s accommaodation options will result in a ruined
economy.

Name gaclm"o P@\ lfaus
Date @/?0/21

Signature .g————— .










Thank you for your consideration and Alohal

ALEXANDRA MH FERNANDES
GRAPHICS // NCIS HAWAI'I

510 18th Ave Honaolulu Hawaii 96816
o) 808.535.4942 c) 80B.398.7933







TITLE OF TESTIMONIAL: CLOSING THE LOOPHOLE FOR A FORCED CONVERSION
OF A RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM INTO A CONDOTEL

Please close the loophole for serious invasion of property rights by forced conversion of the
residential condominium into the condominium-hotel or "condotel” that some Association seems
to be trying.

After Bill 89, the condominium association I belong to decided to hire an attorney to nullify the
effect of Bill 89. I doubted if this attempt that is against the spirit of Bill 89 will be successful
and didn't vote for it. T happen to own both NUC and non-NUC properties. So I have no bias
against the non-NUC property. I just leased my non-NUC property at a very affordable rental on
a long-term basis. Isn't this what Bill 89 was directing all of us into? Anyway, the lawsuit was
filed and as I had suspected, the lawsuit didn't seem to be going anywhere.

Unfortunately, the lawyer and the Board didn't stop there and may have become active lobbyists
since then. According to the news heard from the street, there were attempts to ask the DPP to
convert the residential zoning into resort and hotel zoning limited to one or two particular
condominiums. If successful, this sudden zoning change could have brought lots of lawsuits
against the City because all of a sudden property tax rates would have increased by more than
1% point for all owners. Those who have been enjoying the property as a primary residence, or
long-term lease purposes, or those who have been enjoying short-term transient rental privilege
under NUC permit will get damaged most seriously.

Fortunately, this rezoning didn't take place YET. But I was shocked to hear recently at a Zoom
meeting held by the Association that the Association may now attempt to convert our residential
condominium into a so-called 'condominium-hotel.' The attorney in charge of the Bill 89 issue
was implying, not committing, that this conversion could take place by simple amendment of the
Declaration by a certain percentage, certainly not by unanimous decision.

Now, this conversion, if forced without a unanimous decision, will bring lots of lawsuits against
the Association and against the City that approved the conversion by those whose genuine
property rights were seriously invaded. Why?

First, most innocent owners have no idea as to what negative impacts this forced conversion into
resort and hotel zone or condotels will bring against them. This is because neither the attorney
nor the Board was properly alerting all the owners about the negative impact of the forced
conversion into a condotel, even though they seemed to be secretly working for this project,
funded by the Association's money. They seem to be advertising only a positive side of the
conversion. Recently, this Board suddenly held a Zoom meeting with one-minute advance notice
with very few andiences but resisted providing any formal written explanation on how a serious
infringement of property rights that our democratic government has been protecting for hundreds
of years can take place by a forced conversion process.

Secondly, conversion of the residential condominium into condotels by force is totally against
the spirit of Bill 89 which attempts to make more properties available for residential use. Once
forced conversion into a condotel takes place, those who have enjoyed the property as a primary




residence will have to be evicted; Those tenants who live there by long-term lease will have to be
evicted. Those owners who happen to own more than one unit will be forced to sell away their
investments.

As result, lots of lawsuits could be filed against the Association and against the City that
approved this forced conversion into a condotel. Why is this nonsense taking place? Can this be
prevented by the City? Yes, certainly!

This is happening because the amended Bill didn't close the loophole that can be abused by few
radicals who attermpt to promote the transient rental business rights of non-NUC owners against
the wills of the NUC owners and the owners/ tenants who enjoy residential use of the property.

I believe that an entity called condominium-hotel was created mainly for conversion of existing
hotel into a subdivided condominium-hotel. It is never geared for conversion of existing
RESIDENTIAL properties into NONRESIDENTIAL properties, against the spirit of Bill 89.
Amended Bill can close the gap opened left regarding forced conversion of existing residential
properties into a nonresidential hotel use by simply prohibiting such conversion because such is
against the spirit of Bill 89, or by strictly demanding that this conversion should be approved
only by unanimons decision or by something very close to a unanimous decision.

Testimonial by Dong Ik Lee Aug 30, 2021







To whom it may concern,

I feel the bill is flawed in many ways and does not address sufficiently many issues
that it is looking to solve. It feels like it is written solely to benefit the Hotels
directly, and put them at an unfair advantage, without consideration to all the
landlords it will impact tremendously, along with tourism sectors it will wipe out,
having a negative effect on the tourist industry as a whole.

Not to mention the unfair suggestions with regards to Condotels, without the
mention of grandfathering in or compensation, like an Imminent Domain move this
section looks to achieve.

I am a Real Estate investor that has been active in the Oahu market since 2016.
AND I BOUGHT ALL MY PROPERTY AND UNDERWROTE EACH
INVESTMENT WITHIN THE LAW. EACH OF MY INVESTMENT AND
THEIR OPERATIONS ARE FULLY LEGAIL AND WITHIN THE LAW.

I am involved in several sectors, which I will outline here, all of which will be
negatively impacted by this new proposed bill.

Long Term Rentals (12-month leases): I have recently purchased 22 condos in
Hawaii Kai for strictly long-term rentals, with the withdrawal of all 30-day rentals
in the residential market, housing values will drop across the board and across the
island, causing me and others like me (with strategies that actually fit the bill in
this case) to lose small fortunes. These are all in the affordable housing sector. We
have also purchased houses on island that we rent out long term, again in the
affordable housing arena, that we feel would lose value and cause the investments
to go bad. The bill incentivizes investors to sell now and move funds out of state.

Also, it is hoped that by stopping rentals less than 180 days that more housing will
come on the market for locals at affordable rates. However, in order to be able to
sustain the property, likely purchased based on higher revenue needs, and not have
the property go into bank foreclosure, the owners and investors will have to
increase their long-term rental amounts, again making it unaffordable to most
locals. The bottom line needs to remain the same, so long term rental rate will
skyrocket.

Mid Term Rentals: We also have condos that we rent out for 30 days, 60 days and
90 days. The 30-day rentals are for doctors from the mainland, travelling nurses,
and the like. We have these on both the West Side and the East Side, along with




the Diamond Head Area. They are loved by both the medical and the military
professions and offer them perfect lengths of time. The new bill proposes to wipe
those out altogether.

We also have property next to great winter surf breaks. We have surfers from all
over the world coming to surf. They take the units for between 30 days and 90
days. The surfers would stop coming if they had to rent the properties for 180 days
or longer. They also would not be staying in Waikiki (winter surf not good enough)
or Turtle Bay Resort (can’t afford the $800 to $1,200 a night price tags).

Short Term Rentals: I have property in Turtle Bay (Kuilima West and Kiulima
East) that I bought specifically to do short term rentals at, as permitted. The idea
that I would now have to hand those over to a hotel to choose how to manage my
properties, and at what rates, is ridiculous on many levels. Firstly, if I want to self-
manage or have handpicked property management companies (this is what I have
done) to manage my units, that I purchased knowing what could and what could
not be done, then I should have that continued right. What is being proposed is a
Monopoly Environment in which the hotels are given (in this example) but it is
similar in town) approximately 400 units in Turtle Bay, for {ree, without their own
investment, to manage and take their fees from (if this needs to happen then the
hotels, at a very minimum, would need to buy all the units from the owners at no
less than FMV)— AND who will set those new hotel fees? If I self-manage, I do not
pay myself to manage, but I can go to a competitive market and get quotes
anywhere from 6% up to 25%... what is to stop the hotels charging 50%? Or more?
And kill all our investments. In addition, all those units are not uniform, will the
hotel be able to take over 400 individually looking units in various states of
condition? Some still in original dated levels and others upgraded in varying
degrees. Will they force us all to renovate up to a higher grade? Who will pay for
that, the hotels? They can’t just come in and tell the owner he needs to invest
$100k to bring his/her unit up to hotel standards. And what about quality control,
linens, towels, etc.? And now that the Hotel gets to utilize the condo amenities
exclusively, will the hotel now start to pay the HOA fees? Or will they charge the
guest a Resort Fee to offset the amenity costs and give this amount in full to the
owners? Again, this just makes the state seem to not want investors here and I
would also sell these units before the values drop and take that money out of state.

We also see many larger families that travel here, want to rent a house for their 2~
to-3-week vacation. These affluent families spend a lot of tourist dollars on the
island. They do the pricy activities, restaurants, bars, etc. They spend the thousands




of dollars a night in accommodation, then the tourist and GE tax on top — these
same people will not go to hotels. They want their privacy, their kitchens for
breakfast, the private pool area for their family. They will not take 4 or 5 hotel
rooms and then try to find connecting doors and lockouts on the same floor, etc.
this is not how they travel, they do not use the suites or penthouses either (of which
there is limited inventory anyway). Oahu would lose and entire market sector with
this proposed bill. I am not sure what the bottom-line loss would be but can
imagine substantial as these families travel and spend elsewhere.

Retail Property: We also have small retail outlets that we run eateries out of.
These we both own ourselves and rent from landlords. With the proposed bill, I
believe there will be less tourists spending money on the island, and therefore less
locals with money in their pockets to spend, and I believe it would hurt our outlets
and would need to consider reducing the number of commercial outlets we operate
or close them down.

Personal Property: I have also purchased a unit in Condotel for myself and the
use of my children and parents. We live on Kauai, and I need to travel over to
Honolulu regularly for business. It is too costly to get a hotel room for each trip,
AND I have OFTEN had it where hotel rooms were fully booked, and I was not
able to get a room (ironically enough, Airbnb was the saving grace, but in times
where hotel rooms are full, the rates for BNB are also too high). My parents are
now in their 80’s and are flying more often to Oahu to go to the hospitals and see
the specialists in Honolulu. I bought this condotel unit also for my parents to use
during their hospital visits. I also bought it to have the kids be able to fly over and
go to the malls, the movies, the arcades, and to go to spring, summer, and fall
camps (all things we do not really have on Kauai). I bought the unit at that
particular property because it allows me unlimited access to the unit. I do not have
it in the hotel rental pool (A) because I need it for many months each year, and I
need the complete flexibility due to the hospital and work needs, and (B) it is not
possible to make money in the hotel rental pool, even in 2019 (pre-covid) the 13
units I analyzed all lost money.

This new bill proposes to kick me out of my own unit, not allow me in unless I pay
full rates and forces me to enter into an investment pool that would cause me to
lose money every month, AND it offers no compensation for this. I have met
people living at the property, some elderly people who moved in when it opened,
making it the only home they have known in the last decade, are you going to evict
them too? I want to keep the unit that I bought, and I want to keep it for all the
reasons I mention, I do not want to be kicked out of it. And any compensation
would have to be more than what I paid for the unit, as it cost a lot of time, effort,




and money to arrive at the point of purchase, and it holds a lot of intrinsic value for
us: location, property condition, amenities, security and safety, things that 1 deem
important for myself, my kids, and my aging parents. THIS IS A SIGNIFICANT
TAKING and is EGREGIOUS.

Additionally, I'd I chose to rent out my condotel long term, 365 days or more at
affordable rates to locals, the proposed bill would forbid this, negating its goals
further. The agreements that I have with the CondoTel state that I can stay in the
unit whenever I choose, I can self-manage for long term tenants (1 year and
longer), BUT, only the CondoTel management may rent the condo out for anything
less than 365 days and they charge 50% management fee. Meaning, if forced out of
my unit and forced to hand it over to them, I have no options open to me, and the
current management could even choose to increase their rates further as they have
the monopoly — so the bill would have to force all condotel operators to allow for
competition and be open to allow all owners to choose who they want to have
operate their units and be able to agree and negotiate much lower property
management rates.

As a family we spend a lot of money in Honolulu when we come over, if we were
kicked out of our own apartment, I would take those “tourist” dollars elsewhere,
hurting restaurants, shops, and other small businesses in general on Oahu. I bought
my condotel 100% for the sole purpose of my and the family’s own personal use,
otherwise I would not have bought it, as it makes no financial sense as an
investment if it’s in the hotel pool. This bill would prevent me from entering my
own condo and force me to enter a negative cash flowing investment vehicle, while
simultaneously devaluing my asset, and offering me nothing in return.

In reality, this does not even warrant being part of the proposed bill, our condotel
has less than 1% owner occupied/owner use, so why even attempt to evict owners
from their units / disallow them to access their units, when over 99% of the units
are available for rentals.

In short, this bill hurts me and landlords like me in every department. I am doing
everything within the law, I am complaint and legal — this bill proposes making
everything I am doing illegal, without regard to me. The hotel “power” driving this
bill pushes me to want to sell everything on Oahu and take 100% of the funds off
island — it hurts the small guys and almost all non-hotelier landlords in general. It
proposes to evict me out of my own Condotel unit that I bought expressively to
live in when on Oahu, which is simply not fair or right. It is my second home — and




no grandfathering options seems against normal housing rights. I bought in a
Condotel and not a hotel unit or other property, because of the rights they afford
me. I think having no language for compensation (it is an eminent domain type of
bill in this regard) or grandfathering in the bill makes it extremely unjust.

And what about the uber wealthy families that bought a $12m condotel unit, in the
Ritz for an example, do you evict them too? Tell them they have to rent it out in
the hotel pool and can no longer visit their place? What does that even need to rent
out at per night to make sense, and how many people that come here can afford
those rates?

The bill proposes not only a monopolistic rule over all tourism for the hotels, but it
is also one of the biggest heists in real estate history, whereby the operations and
decisions are taken out of the hands of the actual owners and put, for free, into the
hands of the hotel reservation systems — a large, mandated transfer of income with
no consideration given in return.

The bill introduces itself or rather cloaks itself, blaming tourists for late party
noises in the neighborhoods. If we are honest, most tourists that go to a nice
residential neighborhood do not know anyone in Hawaii to party with (they are on
holiday, i.e., away from home and friends and colleagues), and they are usually
sleeping by 9pm for the first week of their trip, due to jet lag having flown in from
vast distances in order to reach the islands). Meanwhile we locals have our friends
and family over to watch the sports on the TV in the open garage or carport,
drinking and eating with relatives, and having a great time — to blame big parties in
residential areas on the tourists is a bit of a stretch.

I see in the papers that 500 mainland health workers are coming to Oahu to help
with the hospital/covid situation, where will they all stay?
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----- Original Message-----
From: crowm001 [mailto:crowm001@hawaii.rr.com]

Sent: Monday, August 30, 2021 11:39 AM
To: info@honoluludpp.org
Subject: proposed amendments to Chapter 21

CAUTION: Email received from an EXTERNAL sender. Please confirm the content is safe prior

to opening attachments or links.

This should be passed, we have experienced how disturbing short term rentals can be in our
residential areas, cars coming and going all the time, late night parties, mp regard to neighbors,
etc

merle crow
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1343 Mokulua Drive DEPT. OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

Kailua, Hl 96734

To: Honolulu Planning Commission
Chair, Brian Lee

August 30, 2021

This letter is in support of DPP’s proposed amendments to the Land Use
Ordinance, relating to transient accommodations. These changes to the LUO will finally
provide a clear path to reigning in the huge problem that illegal vacation rentals have
become in the past 30 years.

I have been following the vacation rental problem here on Oahu since it first
surfaced in the late 80’s. Our family are fong time Kailua/Lanikai residents, home
owners, and we own rentals that provide long term leases to local residents.

Over the past years we have seen many houses in our community turned from
homes into vacation rentals, most of them owned by investors from around the world
and none of them legal rentals. The introduction of AirB&B and VRBO has dramatically
increased the number of people willing to break the law and violate our neighborhoods.
They aren’t neighbors so they have nothing to lose.

Very few of the illegal rentals in our community are owned by residents who have
to rent out a room or a cottage in order to pay the mortgage. There is a woman in the
block next to our home who has 2 rentals on her property in addition to the part of the
house she occupies. The thing of it is, she also has a home in Wyoming and lives 6
months of the year there and 6 months here. She votes in Wyoming. All of her units
are vacation rentals, including her “home” unit when she leaves for Wyoming. 1asked
her why she didn't just rent long term, since she obviously doesn’t need money to pay a
mortgage. The answer—she can just make so much more money with vacation rentals
and | suppose that supports her high- flying life style. | doubt she considers herself a
criminal, but that is what she is and our current laws allow it.

Another part of the problem is what it does to the supply of rentals for our own

people—those who cannot afford to own a home and need affordable rentals or must




double up and live with relative to survive. The price of rentals is driven up as the supply
diminishes. The end result is to force people to move away from Hawaii, move in with
family or to live in a tent somewhere. It's impossible for young people to get ahead. We
need to be thinking about providing homes for the working people of Hawaii who keep
our communities running and for the younger generation to stop the brain drain to the
mainland.

And the last part of this problem is over-tourism, the ill effects of which have been
brought to the fore during the pandemic shutdown. No, we cannot sustain 10 million
tourists a year; tourists who don't want to stay in the hotels that are the mainstay of our
economy, thinking that a rental in a neighborhood gives them an authentic Hawaiian
experience, never mind who they impose upon. lllegal vacation rentals have provided
an ample supply of options outside of our resort zones and are the reason that although
the number of tourists has gone up, the revenue to the state has fallen. This is nota
good way to manage an industry.

Vacation rentals truly are a cancer impacting our livelihoods and our lives. These
Land Use changes are the right medicine to control them and give the residents of
Oahu a better outcome.

Thank you for your attention.

Mollie Foti
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To Whom It May Concern: AUG 30 2021

DEPT. OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

| am an owner of three properties in the llikai Hotel. Your bill as it stands forces me, as the owner, to
transfer the management of my short term rental to a Hotel Pool that charges 50 percent of the daily
rate. | have a mortgage to pay and the only reason why | purchased these units was because they are
LEGAL RENTALS and have been for many years. | don’t understand how “forcing me into the hotel pool”
solves the cities issues with illegal Airbnbs. | appose this bill as it does nothing other than give Hotels the
power to dictate prices and provides no competition and it will directly impact the income my Airbnb
are generating. The bill does nothing to crack down on illegal short term renting. The only ones it affects
are owners like myself who have run our condo hotel legally and the right way. | paid a premium for
these condos because they are legal short term rentals. In addition, the hotel that's in the ilikai is short
staffed, was not opened for the entire year due to covid and frankly, forcing me to use them and only
them to manage my property is unconstitutional and violates my rights as a property owner of a legal
airbnb. 1 strongly suggest the committee remove the forcing of condo hotel owners to transfer their
management to the hotel in its entirety and | suggest you focus on illegal airbnbs. Owners like myself
have the resources to take legal action and WE will fight this to the fullest extent of the law.

Respectfully,

lorge and Jacqueline Milanes
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Testimony to DPP Regarding Proposed STR changes 9/1/21 AUG 30 2021
DEPT. OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

| want to address one specific item that has been raised as a potential change:
the idea of re-defining a short term rental as a period of less than 180 days. For
the purpose of taxes, it is already defined as this, so | can only assume the
intention is to further restrict the ability to rent at all for less than 180 days. This
would be an act of extreme government overreach into personal property rights.
And | have to wonder, what specific problem are you trying to “correct”? It
seems to me that the central issue is influence from the hotels / big corporations
because the rules already in place are already addressing other city concerns -
and would do so further if actually enforced. Is it really your job to make sure
billion dollar multi- national corporations make money v. local homeowners?

| have followed every additional restriction as they have changed, and | do not
have a problem with the 30 day minimum to keep neighborhood streets from
become resort zones. 1 understand that. | rent my house for a minimum of 30
days on occasion and pay taxes accordingly. | have rented to military /
government families who are relocating and do not want to stay in a hotel with
multiple kids and a dog, | have rented to families who could work from home and
just want to do so in a beautiful location for a month, and | have rented to a
group of four professionals who were doing the same. None of these travelers
were traditional “tourists” and none of them would have chosen to come and stay
in a hotel as an alternative. People don’t stay a month in a hotel — they stay a
week! The 30 day limit already makes that distinction between short term
vacationer and temporary resident/ temporary housing. They bring revenue into
the community, supporting restaurants, tourist activities, rental cars, home
maintenance, poo! care, airlines, cleaners, construction and repairs... The only
thing it doesn’t support is the hotel industry.

We personally like the flexibility of leaving our rental furnished and being able to
clean and maintain, or use it ourselves in between rentals. We have two living
spaces on the same property and are almost always present when we rent.

We have invested literal blood, sweat, and tears into our home, and a massive
amount of work, savings, and effort to purchase it in the first place, so to be
further restricted on how we can rent our own property would be a massive insult




to ourselves and other hard working homeowners across this island. Its not about
monthly income; | can rent it long term for the same price after taxes, your taxes
have already leveled that “playing field” but its about flexibility, being about to
rent the home when we want to or if we need to.

I

Address specific problems with enforcement of existing regulations rather than
adding another layer of bureaucracy to a failed system. What's next? 220 days?
When does this creep of control stop? Where is the line? When big corporations
and the government are allowed to make money but individuals aren’t?

Here's the solution. Keep the 30 day minimum. Take the tax money. Let Airbnb
collect it for you. The state will take in millions more and you can use it to
address the perceived issues driving these proposed changes. Give hotels a tax
break if you insist, just don’t infringe on individual property rights any more than
you already have.

Martha Stefanowicz

(808) 457-7322
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To whom it may concern, DEPT. OF PLANRING AND PERMITTING

Regarding the proposed Amendments te Chapter 21 (Land Use Ordinance}, Revised Ordinances of
Honolulu (ROH)1990, as Amended, Relating to Transient Accommodations, | hereby submit my
comments and testimony in opposition.

| fully support enforcement actions against illegal Short-Term Rental operators. There is no need to

change the definition from 3D-days to 180-days, and | support every effort to properly enforce the 30-
day minimum.

The draft Bill plans to ban the legal 30-day minimum vacation rentals in Apartment Precincts in Waikiki.
| oppose this Bill for the following reasons:

1. There are people on Oahu who need rentals of less than 180-days. These uses include:
- Families from out of State that are taking care of loved ones
- People moving to Oahu and looking to buy a home
Families who are waiting for their new home to complete construction
- Government contract workers
Traveling nurses
Military PCS while [ooking for a home to buy
- Home Sellers who need to rent until they find a new property
Film and TV crews while on a shoot

Those people don't need or want to stay at ocean front hotels paying expensive accommodation

fees. There should be an option for them to stay at condos less than 180 days with affordable
rates. This also benefits Hawaii’s economy.

2. Some buildings in Apartment Precincts in Waikiki ban 30-day vacation rentals in their Building
Bylaws, while there are some buildings that allow 30-day vacation rentals. If the purpose of this
Bill is to protect neighbors, why not let Owners Associations decide by allowing their input? |1 do
not believe the DPP should override those owners' rights and implement such a one-sided
standardized rule ighoring each building's owners’ opinion and right to decide.

While It is understandable banning illegal vacation rentals in more quiet “residential”
neighborhoods such as Katlua or Hawali Kai, it makes no sense for Waikiki. Waikiki is unique as a
successful tourism destination, with many local businesses, restaurants, and shops, that depend
on tourists. Healthy successful tourism needs a variety of accommodations that provide options
ta visitors. With this proposed Bill it is narrowing accommeodations to only local residents with
long term 180-day leases, who will not contribute to the special businesses aimed at tourism
and income for business owners and the state of Hawaii.

It is obvious that this Bill is aimed to help the Hotel Industry in Waikiki. [t does not benefit Oahu

by providing healthy competition as it only promotes the vested interest of the Hotel industry
and its revenue.




1 also oppose this Bill for the following reasons:

1.

Condo-Hotel properties MUST be operated by the Hotel: There are no illegal vacation rentals in
condo- hotels. They are zoned as Hotel/Resort and many privately owned. I'm not a lawyer, but
I think it may violate antitrust laws {In the United States, antitrust laws are a collection of federal
and state government laws that regulate the conduct and organization of business corporations
and are generally intended to promote competition and prevent monopoalies). | cannot see any
rationale in this move other than monopolizing the tourism market by protecting the hotel
industry's interest and destroying legal property management companies.

Competition in this industry is vitally important to keep improving Hawaii's accommodation
services and attracting visitars to Hawali. Competition results in better service, better property
management with increased tax income to the State that benefits all local residents.

At the City and County level, this bill will affect the market value of many properties. Affecting
these values will affect tax revenues and their ultimate use.

There should be other ways to stop illegal vacation rentals or solve the issue of the shortage of housing
for local residents.

tetting the Hotel industry monopolize the Oahu's accommodation options will result in a ruined
economy,
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To whom it may concerr, DEPT. OF PLANMING AND PERMITTING

Regarding the proposed Amendments to Chapter 21 {Land Use Ordinance), Reviset Urdinances of

Honolulu (ROH)1990, as Amended, Relating to Transient Accommodations, | hereby submit my
comments and testimony in opposition.

I fully support enforcement actions against illegal Short-Term Rental operators. There is no need to

change the definition from 30-tays 1o 180-days, and 1 support every effort 1o properly enforce the 30-
day minimum.

The draft Bill plans to ban the legal 30-day mintmum vacation rentals in Apartment Precincts in Watkiki.
| oppose this Bill for the following reasons:

1. There are people on Oahu who need rentals of less than 180-days. These uses include:
- Families from out of State that are taking care of loved ones
People moving to Oahu and looking to buy a home
Families who are waiting for their new home to complete construction
Government contract workers
Traveling nurses
Military PCS while looking for a home to buy
Home Sellers who need to rent until they find a new praperty
Film and TV crews while on a shoot

Those people don’t need or want to stay at ocean front hotels paying expensive accommodation
fees. There should be an option for them to stay at condos less than 180 days with affordable
rates. This also benefits Hawaii’s economy.

2. Some buiidings in Apartment Precincts in Waikiki ban 30-day vacation rentals in their Building
Bylaws, while there are some buildings that allow 30-day vacation rentals. If the purpose of this
Bill is to protect neighbors, why not let Owners Associations decide by allowing their input? ldo
not believe the DPP should override those owners' rights and Implement such a one-sided
standardized rule ignoring each building's owners' opinion and right to decide.

While it is understandable banning illegal vacation rentals in more quiet “residential”
neighborhoods such as Kailua or Hawali Kal, it makes no sense for Waikiki. Watkiki is unique as a
successful tourism destination, with many local businesses, restaurants, and shops, that depend
on tourists. Healthy successful tourism needs a variety of accommodations that provide options
to visitors. With this proposed Bill it is narrowing accommodations to only local residents with
long term 180-day leases, who will not contribute to the special businesses aimed at tourism
and income for business owners and the state of Hawaii.

It is obvious that this Bill is aimed to help the Hotel Industry in Waikiki. It does not benefit Oahu

by providing healthy competition as it only promotes the vested interest of the Hotel industry
and its revenue.




1 also oppose this Bill for the following reasons:

1. Condo-Hotel properties MUST be operated by the Hotel: There are no illegal vacation rentals in
condo- hotels. They are zoned as Hotel/Resort and many privately owned. I'm not a lawyer, but
i think it may violate antitrust laws (In the United States, antitrust laws are a collection of federal
and state governiment laws that regulate the conduct and organization of business corporations
and are generally intended to promote competition and prevent monopolies). | cannot see any
rationale in this move other than monopolizing the tourism market by protecting the hotel
industry's interest and destroying legal property management companies.

Competition in this industry is vitally important to keep improving Hawaii's accommadation
services and attracting visitors to Hawaii. Competition results in better service, better property
management with increased tax income to the State that benefits all local residents.

2. At the City and County level, this bill will affect the market value of many properties, Affecting
these values will affect tax revenues and their ultimate use.

There should be other ways to stop illegal vacation rentals or solve the issue of the shortage of housing
for local residents.

Letting the Hotel Industry monopolize the Oahu’s accommodation options will result in a ruined
economy.
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Randolph G. Moore
2445-A Makiki Heights Drive
Honolulu Hawaii 96822

Telephone (808) 778-8832 email makikimoore @gmail.com

August 30, 2021

Mr. Brian Lee, chair

and members of the Honolulu Planning Commission
c¢/o Department of Planning and Permitting
Municipal Office Building

Honolulw, Hawaii

Dear Chair Lee and members of the Honolulu Planning Commission:

Subject: Proposed Amendments to Chapter 21 (Land use Ordinance [LUOY)), Revised Ordinances of
Honolulu (ROH) 1990, as Amended, Relating to Transient Accommodations

I am 100% supportive of the amendments proposed by the staff of the Department of Planning and
Permitting regarding transient vacation rentals and bed-and-breakf{ast operations.

If and when implemented, these amendments would restore order to residential neighborhoods that have
been over-run by visitors in illegal vacation rentals.

One suggestion: require each of the presently-permitted vacation rentals in residential areas to post a
sign, similar to the signs that now are in front of historic residences, and installed adjacent to the
residence’s mailbox, identifying the residence as a registered vacation rental unit. Something like:
Registered vacation rental
[address]
No.__ _

This would give the neighbors notice that a particular residence is indeed a permitted vacation rental and
also notice, by absence of such a sign, that a particular residence is not a permitted vacation rental.

Provide a reasonable period of time for registered vacation rental owners to install such a sign, and
provide a penalty for failure to do so.

Mabhalo for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,

Sincerely,

Randolph G. Moore



















service, and do not think it appropriate for the Commission to force me to do otherwise. The
Commission should not appear to be favoring hotels.

4. There are residents at the Ilikai Marina who use their units as primary residence. I may
well also choose to do so in the future, if I move to Hawaii. The Commissions’ proposal to
disallow this is an unreasonable and improper limitation. It will also result in the loss of
homes to individuals who currently use it as primary residence.

5. The actions recommended will potentially reduce cash flow for me, and cause the value
of my unit to fall.










Skype: james.wright.ge

Member: NAR, HAR, HGR, AREAA, CoCH
Past NAR Resort Committee Member

Past NAR CIPS Advisory Committee Member
Past Board of Directors — AREAA Alcha Chapter










should all be removed from this bill. This section is clearly only written for the benefit of
the hotels pocket book. If the bill is trying to provide more units for residents why would
we take away long term units? I know people who bought units at places like the Ritz and
Trump towers to live in full time and now you are going to evict them per this bill? How
does it makes any sense that someone who paid hundreds of thousands to multi miilions
for a unit that they can no longer use or make any money off of? If the hotels become the
only managers any and all profits will go to the hotels, not the individual investor who
spent the money to purchase the unit. This entire section needs to be removed and is only
a move from greedy hotel owners who are trying to acquire more units for themselves
without any cost to them. It is wrong.

As I said in the beginning there are a few commonsense items that most everyone can agree on
but the rest of it is going to make all investors run from the island for states that are more
business friendly. Currently 50% of the island are renters and depend on investors to make those
units available for them to rent, most of those people will never be able to afford to purchase
their own home and if youn chase away investors there will be even fewer units to rent than
before. I have several clients that won’t buy here anymore if this bill is passed the way it
currently stands. This bill is reckless to the financial wellbeing for all homeowners, investors and
property managers and will cause a ripple effect I don’t think you have through.

Thank you, please confirm receipt of this email.

Best Wishes,
Carie Shedd
808.375.4640













ECEIVE
AUG 30 2021

From: Laura Isola [mailto:laisola2@yahoo.com] DEPT. OF PLARRING AND PERMITTING
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2021 12:44 PM

To: info@honoluludpp.org
Subject: Please STOP the bill against Transient Accommodations!!!

CAUTION: Email received from an EXTERNAL sender. Please confirm the content is safe prior
to opening attachments or links.

Aloha,

I’'m writing this testimony in strong opposition to all the DPP Bill propositions against Transient
Accommodations at the Hawaiian Monarch in Waikiki.

Since 2003 I'm the owner of a 247sqft studio at the Hawaiian Monarch Condotel in Waikiki
located in the Resort Mixed Use Precinct at 444, Niu Street, Honolulu 96815. My property taxes
went already crazy high in the Hotel & Resort Category ($3,000/year!). The 5 years commitment
to the tax category is so wrong and unfair especially during the current Pandemic because due
to Covid19 restrictions that were continuously prolonged my unit remained empty for many
months! I'm a 57 yrs old single woman with a serious health issue and my livelihood depends
on my transient accommodation small business that pre-pandemic was giving me a net income
just barely enough to pay all high taxes TA (10.25%) + GE {4.5%) + Hotel&Resort Property Taxes
($3,000/year) + high transient home insurance + all bookings commissions (15%) and all other
expenses (cleaners, supplies etc) to successfuily run my transient accommodation unit and
finally barely having anything left to cover my own livelihood bills! | barely made it through the
2020 Pandemic lockdowns restrictions and consequently massive reservations cancellations
with a lot of stress only thanks to 2 grants for my small business | received from the Honolulu
City & County. And | have been looking forward to be able to reopen just finally recently since
mid Aug 2021 my Transient Accommodation small business hoping and praying to return soon
to pre-pandemic bookings income levels to provide for my livelihood while doing my best to
serve the community. | am relieved to have received enough bookings to cover my expenses for
Aug and Sep 2021 and I'm hoping for Oct and more since long term rental income is not nearly
enough to cover my livelihood and high property taxes! Guests are good respectful people and
enjoy our Hawaiian Monarch Condotel building that is precisely designed for transient
accommodations and | enjoy welcoming them! Most if not all units at the Hawaiian Monarch
operate as transient Accommodations because they are small (247sqft!) with only a small
kitchenette if any and in the touristy Resort area! Plus cleaners enjoy their work earning too
their livelihoods with it} Now the delta variant is already most recently damaging our sector
Again but PLEASE PLEASE have mercy on us please STOP the madness of your proposed Bill
against Transient Accommodations as | NEED to use my private property as Transient
Accommodation as this is the use | originally bought it for as my lifetime plan pension and since
my health issue for my current livelihood! My fundamental undeniable rights to use my private




property as intended and already successfully properly organized should not be taken away!!
The fix taxes and fees | am obliged to pay are already through the roof and my small business
hammered by the pandemic couldn’t afford any extra fees! This awful Bill propositions would
be more than overreaching they would be an extremely damaging and frankly unacceptable
abuse on already suffering citizens with all that we have been going through since March 20201
| respect the Laws péy my high taxes to the Honolulu City & County but please the Laws must
respect and protect me also as a private owner US citizen with bills and groceries to pay
depending on my transient accommodation lawful small business!! The Resort zone, small size
and amenities (no full kitchen!) of my studio unit at the Hawaitan Monarch are designed and
perfect for transient accommodations and they are not suitable for proper long term rentall

Please vote NO to this Bill and help us instead getting back up on our feet still in the midst of a
tragic pandemic!

Mabhalo in advance for your prompt and kind heartstanding!
Laura Isola

(808) 428-6027

Sent from my iPhone
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AUG 30 2021

To whom it may concern, DEPT. OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

Regarding the proposed Amendments to Chapter 21 {Land Use Ordinance), Revised Ordinances of
Honalulu {ROH)1990, as Amended, Relating to Transient Accommodations, | hereby submit my
comments and testimony in opposition.

I fully support enforcement actions against illegal Short-Term Rental operators. There is no need to

change the definition from 30-days to 180-days, and | support every effort to properly enforce the 30-
day minimum.

The draft Bill plans to ban the legal 30-day minimum vacation rentals in Apartment Precincts in Waikiki.
| oppose this Bill for the following reasons:

1. There are people on Oahu who need rentals of less than 180-days. These uses include:
Families from out of State that are taking care of loved ones
People moving to Oahu and Jooking to buy a home
Families who are waiting for their new home to complete construction
Government contract workers
Traveling nurses
Military PCS while looking for a home to buy
Home Sellers who need to rent until they find a new property
Film and TV crews while on a shoot

Those people don’t need or want to stay at ocean front hotels paying expensive accommodation
fees. There should be an option for them to stay at condos less than 180 days with affordable
rates. This also benefits Hawaii's economy.

2. Some buildings in Apartment Precincts in Waikiki ban 30-day vacation rentals in their Building
Bylaws, while there are some buildings that allow 30-day vacation rentals. If the purpose of this
Bill is to protect neighbors, why not let Owners Associations decide by allowing their input? 1 do
not believe the DPP should override those owners' rights and implement such a one-sided
standardized rule ignoring each building's owners' opinion and right to decide.

While it is understandable banning illegal vacation rentals in more quiet “residential”
neighborhoods such as Kailua or Hawaii Kai, it makes no sense for Waikiki. Waikiki is unique asa
successful tourism destination, with many local businesses, restaurants, and shops, that depend
on tourists. Healthy successful tourism needs a variety of accommodations that provide options
to visitors. With this proposed Bill it is narrowing accommodations to only local residents with
long term 180-day leases, who will not contribute to the special businesses aimed at tourism
and income for business owners and the state of Hawaii.

It is obvious that this Bill is aimed to help the Hotel Industry in Waikiki. It does not benefit Oahu

by providing healthy competition as it only promotes the vested interest of the Hotel industry
and its revenue.




| also oppose this Bill for the following reasons:

1. Condo-Hotel properties MUST be operated by the Hotel: There are no illegal vacation rentals in
condo- hotels. They are zoned as Hotel/Resort and many privately owned. I'm not a lawyer, but
I think it may violate antitrust laws (In the United States, antitrust laws are a collection of federal
and state government laws that regulate the conduct and organization of business corporations
and are generally intended to promote competition and prevent monopolies). | cannot see any
rationale in this mave other than monopolizing the tourism market by protecting the hotel
industry's interest and destroying legal property management companies.

Competition in this industry is vitally important to keep improving Hawaii's accommodation
services and attracting visitors to Hawaii. Competition results in better service, better property
management with increased tax income to the State that benefits all local residents.

2. Atthe City and County level, this bill will affect the market value of many properties. Affecting
these values will affect tax revenues and their ultimate use.

There should be other ways to stop illegal vacation rentals or solve the issue of the shortage of housing
for local residents.

Letting the Hotel Industry monopolize the Oahu’s accommodation options will result in a ruined
economy.

Name Renji Yamada

Date 8/31/2021

Signature /-%'

[







IF YOU TRULY WANT TO INCREASE MONEY , MAKE LAWS AND TAXES THAT
INCOURAGE BUSINESS IN HAWAITIL. HAWAII WORST IN NATION FOR BUSINESS.
INSTEAD OF LOOKING TO ($700-$1,000 A NIGHT) HOTELS , WHICH THE AVERAGE
HOTEL IN HAWAIIL IS 25 YEARS OLD PLUS.

WITH THE CO V RUNNIG OUT OF CONTROL

1)PUT IN FREE TESTING AT ALL AIRPORTS TO EVERYONE NOW. THIS IS NOT THE
LAST VARIANT OF CO V COMING HAWAIL

2)REMOVE YOQU CRIPPLING TAX ON FOOD.
DO SOMETHING FOR HAWATIIAN RESIDENTS.

ALOHA ROBERT













EGEIVE

To: Chair Brian Lee and AUG 30 2021
Members of the Planning Commission,
650 South King Street, 7 Floor,
Honolulu, Hawaii, 96813 August 30, 2021

DEPT. OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

Aloha Chair Brian Lee and Members of Planning Commission

Re: TVU of Waikiki Resort Zone- (Analysis of DPP latest STR Biil 89)

My testimony concerns STR rules related to Condominium-hotel units like Waikiki Sunset.
We will not be addressing any issue or concerns in connection with B&B home regulations.

The record shows that Waikiki Sunset owners, collectively, have made tremendous contribution
to the Hawaii economy in terms of property taxes, GET, TAT, income tax and construction jobs,
resulting in total investment and expenditures of about $76.4 Million to the Hawaii economy.

However, Ordinance 19-18 has placed 178 (= 41%) Waikiki Sunset condominium unit
owners in a precarious position by having to leave the Aston hotel rental program, resulting in a
drastic decrease in unit rental income at a time when large capital expenditure (about
$40M) is desperately needed to refurbish this 40-years old building infrastructure
(including DWV plumbing, Fire head sprinkler, A/C system and Hotel lobby renovation). The
revised City ordinance, Sec 21-4110-1 “Nonconforming use certificate (NUC) for transient
vacation units” is obstructing the Waikiki Sunset unit owners from achieving this objective.

The inequity and owner’s discrimination are caused by about 50% of NUC owners receiving two
and half times (2.5) the rental income compared to 50% of non-NUC owners in same building,
same “underlying zoning requirements” and in same alleged “negative environmental impact”.

Waikiki Sunset has operated as a condominium-hotel for the past 30 years (circal989 to 2019)
without creating any negative impact on public health, safety, morals or general welfare.
The record shows Aston resort management has managed 373 units (86%) for past 30 years
without encountering any negative environment assessment impact, or traffic congestion,
noise concerns, illegal parking or DPP violation notices or neighbors’ complaints in W.S.D.
Furthermore, there has been no complaints filed by the Waikiki Neighborhood Board No 9
from the neighbors regarding Aston resort management of Waikiki Sunset condominium.

None of DPP and City’s alleged “concerns” apply to the Waikiki Sunset condominium-hotel.
If there is a negative environment assessment impact, it is caused by B&B home residences.

The significant loss of rental income from 178 (41%) of unit owners of the Waikiki Sunset
condominium has already been measured and realized over past 2 years. The sale of units
without NUC certificate is about $204,000 less compared to NUC units; furthermore, the
monthly rental income is $2,000 per month vs $4,500 per month for owners with NUCs.

As we will show later, this results in a reduction of capitalization rate (cap rate) from 3.2% to
1.45% which translates into reduction of capital investment returns. The economic disparity
between NUCs and non-NUC unit owners is not legally justifiable within same building?




Sec. 21-4.110-1 Nonconforming use certificates for transient vacation units (T'VU) states:
“The purpose of this section is to permit certain transient vacation units that have been in
operation since prior to October 22, 1986, to continue to operate as nonconforming uses subject
to obtaining a nonconforming use certificate (NUC) as provided by this section. The effective
date of this ordinance was November 30, 1989

Why is the NUC criteria limited to transient vacation units issued prior to December 19897

We would expect that if the “existing use”.of Waikiki Sunset condotel presented any negative
environment assessment impact, then DPP would have prohibited the existing 257 NUC
units to operate as “hotel resort” under the Aston hotel rental program. However, if these 257
NUC owners were allowed to operate as “short term rentals” in the same building as the
other 178 non-NUC unit owners, then the question of meeting the “underlying zoning
requirement” is an irrelevant and immaterial. Conversely, if this Waikiki Sunset condotel did
not meet the “underlying zoning requirement”, then all 435-unit owners should be denied
“short-term rentals” status. Current ordinance allows STR for 59% of owners but it does not
allow STR for 41% of owners located in same building due to underlying zoning requirements.
The logic evades me; either 100% of owners are allowed or nobody is allowed STR operation!

Attached Exhibit #1 compares two adjacent condo units (#1906 vs #2006) at Waikiki Sunset
which are identical in every aspect; therefore, they should be generating the same economic
benefits but in reality, there is a (54,000-20,400=) $33,600 difference in rental income per
year. This shows large financial inequity and owner discrimination within the same building.
By paying arbitrary $200 NUC fee, some Waikiki Sunset unit owners aveid paying higher hotel
property tax rate (+1.39% x $534,600) = +$5,560 and receives higher rental income of $54,000.
While the majority 257 (59%) of unit ewners earn renal income of about $54,000 per year,
the remaining 178 (41%) non-NUC unit owners earn only a disgraceful $20,400 per year.
Significance here is that paying $200 NUC fees does not improve the any alleged negative
environment assessment impact on the Waikiki neighborhood or the community at large.

Attached Exhibit #2 shows the unit assessed value using the “comparable sale approach”
where the sold prices of the Iast 33 units- 9 units without NUC and 24 NUC units. The average
sale price of the non-NUC units decreased by 33.4% while the sale price of the NUC units
increased by +7.5%, resulting in total negative difference of (-40.9%). Using the City 2021
assessed value of $499,600 will result in average capital loss of $499,600 x 40.9%= $204.,336
or adjusted assessed value of $295,000 for the average non-NUC unit owner at Waikiki Sunset.

Attached Exhibit #3 shows the unit assessed value using “income value approach” based on
Capitalization rate (Cap Rate). The Cap rate indicates the rate of return (ROR) that is
expected to be generated on real estate investment property. The Aston hotel management record
shows that unit #1906 and unit #2006 were both in the Aston rental pool and earning almost
identical annual rental income prior to Bill 89; therefore, it makes this “income value
approach” comparison relatively simple. These 2 units are identical in every aspect, except for
$200 NUC fee. The calculation shows the Cap rate (ROR) decreased from 3.2% to 1.56% for
first year 2019 (before covid19) which represent a decrease in assessed value from $435,500
to $261,427. However, the Cap rate decreased from 3.2% to 1.45% for the upcoming year
(2021) which translates into a reduced assessed value from $499,600 to $227,000.
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Attached Exhibit #4- shows Table 21-9.6(A) does not distinguish between “Apartments”,
“Condominiums” and “Hotels”; DPP director gives high priority to property classification of
“highest and best use” rule. In our opinion, “Apt Precinct” zoning applies to Apartments but not
to existing “condominiums”; Waikiki Sunset has met all applicable zoning requirements at the
time the uses and structures were approved in October 1978, as per LUO Section 21-2.100.
Owners have right to “Declaration Regarding Condominium Use”, as per Form BFS-RP-P-71
which is not currently made available to all unit owners; and Condominium units should be
classified according to ROH Sec. 8-7.1 (¢)(3) Evaluation. LUO ordinance highlights the fact that
Zoning requirements of the Waikiki special district should not function as barrier to restoration.
As mentioned earlier, Waikiki Sunset owners are spending about $40 Millions in restorations.

Question: Is there any legal protection from this alleged property owner’s discrimination?

We believe that Ordinance 19-18 ignores the right of property ownership and owner’s vested
rights, that we have been acquired over the past 23+ years (1996-2019) of operating our unit as
short-term rentals (STR) under the “approved™ Aston hotel rental program.

1. On June 21, 2019, U.S. Supreme Court issued a Jandmark ruling changing the way property
rights lawsuits have been handled for the last thirty years. In Knick v. Township of Scott,
“The Court allowed property owners who sue to enforce their federal right to compensation
because a municipal government has taken their property in violation of the U.S. Constitution’s
Fifth Amendment by overregulating its use, to bring the lawsuit in federal court. The Court
recognized that property rights claim as just as important as other civil and constitutional rights
enshrined in the Bill of Rights, and are not “poor relations”. The (court) majority opinion was a
strong recognition of the importance of property rights and of limiting the regulatory zeal of
municipal officials who often regulate with such a heavy hand that owners cannot make
reasonable economic use of their own property”.

Based on the above U.S. Supreme Court ruling, we would argue that DPP regulations regarding
our NUC requirement for our Condominium unit is unreasonable because it prevents us from
making maximum use of our property in Waikiki, after it has been proven that by denying our
application for NUC permit, the assessed property value has decreased by about 40% along
with reduced rental income, and after it has been proven empirically that there is absolutely no
negative environmental impact on the Waikiki neighborhood. Consequently, the federal courts
would most likely award financial compensation to those condominium unit owners who have
suffered financial damages as a result of the alleged violation of ownership property rights by
overzealous municipal officials. In this case, the financial loss is estimated at $204,000 x178=
$36.3 Million plus rental revenue reduction of about $33,600x 178 units= $6.0 M per year.

2. Case law rulings in our favor would be that Waikiki Sunset condominium owners have a
constitutional- vested right to continue to operate their condo unit as a “residential” or “short term
rentals” or a combination as long as it was reported and taxed accordingly. “Under the United
States and Hawaii Constitutions, pre-existing lawful uses of property are generally considered to
be vested rights that zoning ordinances may not abrogate”, as per Robert D. Ferris Tr. v. Panning
Comm’n of City of Kauai, 138 Haw. 307, 312, 378 P.3d 1023, 1028 (Ct. App. 2106).




3. According to Hawaii Law, condo owners can also file for “inverse condemnation action”.
We could reasonably argue that there is no valid justification for allowing all four (4) units
surrounding our unit to have a NUC license, while denying a NUC to our condo unit. In fact,
two units above/below (2106 and 2906) and two units left /right (2004 and 2008) have NUC
certificates except the middle unit (our unit #2006). This situation appears to meet the four
elements in an inverse condemnation case that the owner must prove that: (1) a person with an
ownership interest in the property damaged, (2) participation by the City in a public enactment
of regulation, (3) taking or substantial damage to property, and (4) the property damage was
proximately caused by the public project or City regulations, as per Paterno v. State of
California, 113Cal. App. 4™ 998. 1029 (2003).

4. According to Hawaii Easement Law, “prescriptive easement” gives one party the right to
use the property of another party for a specific purpose like “shori-term rentals”. The
requirements to prove a prescriptive easement are the same for proving adverse possession. A
claimant must prove that his use of the property over which the gasement is claimed has been
adverse, continuous, and uninterrupted for the statutory prescriptive period of 20 years, as per
HRS §669-1(b) (2013) and §657-31.5. Adverse possession requirements are met when the
occupation has been: actual, hostile, open & notorious, exclusive and continuous for minimum
of 20 years, as per Gold Coast Neighborhood Association v. State of Hawaii, Supreme Court,
SCWC-14-0000472, 25 Aug. 2017.

We allege that we met the adverse possession requirements because we have held our Waikiki
Sunset condo unit #2006 for more than 23 years (ie., from 1996 to 2007) by Mr. Shigeo
Minamoto and by Mr. and Ms. Panizzon (from 2007 to 2019) by considering the allowable
“tacking” of possessions. Tacking is defined as one possessor can tack his period of possession
to the next possessor if the transfer between the two is voluntary, as it was in this case. Please
note that Mr. Minamoto purchased five (5) NUC units in 1988, with NUCs until 1996.

5. Pursuant to LUO Sec. 21-2.100 “Existing uses” (a), (b), para. #1 to para. #7, we like to
petition the DPP director to have “existing use permit” granted to us while it was operating
as “condotel” unit from 1989 to 2019 (last 30 years) under Aston resort management.
Section 21-2.100 (b) (2) reads: “Existing uses and structures shall meet the applicable
zoning requirements at the time the uses and structures were approved. They need not

meet the current underlying district regulations, nor the minimum development standards
of this chapter”.

Alternatively, we request approval of Declaration regarding condominium use, Form BFS-RP-P-71
which allows changing property classification in compliance with Valuation- Sec. 8-7.1 () (3)-

Respectfully,

Guido Panizzon, P.E. M.Eng, BSEE, IEEE.
Association members and Owner(s) of Waikiki Sunset Condominium.

Attachments:
Exhibit #1, Exhibit #2, Exhibit #3 and Exhibit #4.
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AUG 30 2021

DEPT. OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

To whom it may concers,

Regarding the proposed Amendments to Chapter 21 {Land Use Ordinance), Revised Ordinances of
Honolulu {(ROH)1990, as Amended, Relating to Transtent Accommodations, 1 hereby submit rmy
comments and testimony in opposition.

| fully support enforcement actions agalnst ilfegal Short-Term Rental operators. There Is no need to
change the definition from 3C-days to 180-days, and | support every effort to properly enforce the 30-
day minimum,

The draft Bill plans to ban the legal 30-day minimum vacation rentals in Apartment Precincts In Walkiki. 1
oppose this Bl for the following reasons:

1. There are people on Qahu who need rentals of fess than 180-days. These uses include:
Famllies from out of State that are taking care of loved ones
People moving to Oahu and looking to buy a home

+  Familles who are waiting for their new home to complete canstruction

Government contract workers
Travellng nurses
Military PCS while looking for a home to buy
Home Sellers who need to rent unti] they find a new property
Film and TV crews while on a shoot

Those people don’t need or want to stay at ocean front hotels paylng expensive accommodation
fees. There should be an option for them to stay at condos less than 180 days with affordable
rates. This also benefits Hawail's economy.

2. Some buildings in Apartment Precincts In Walkikt ban 30-day vacation rentals in their Building
Bylaws, while there are some bulidings that allow 30-day vacation rentals. If the purpose af this
Bill Is to protect nelghbors, why not let Owners Associations decide by allowlng their input? | do
not believe the DPP should override those owners' rights and implement such a one-sided
standardized rule ignoring each building's owners' opinion and right to decide.

While it is understandable banning lllegat vacation rentals in more quiet “residential”
neighborhioods such as Kailua or Hawail Kal, It makes no sense for Walkikl. Waikikiis uniqueasa
successful tourism destination, with many local businesses, restaurants, and shops, that depend
on tourists, Healthy successful tourism needs a variety of accommodations that provide options
to visitors. With this proposed Bill it is narrowing accommodations to only local residents with
long term 180-day Jeases, who will not contribute to the special businesses almed at tourism
and income for business owners and the state of Hawali.

It Is obviaus that this Bill is almed to help the Hotel Industry in Waikiki. 1t does not benefit Oahu
by providing healthy competition as it only promotes the vested interest of the Hotel industry
and its revenue.

1 also oppose this Bill for the following reasons:




1. Condo-Hotel properties MUST be operated by the Hotel: There are no illegal vacation rentals in
condo- hotels, They are zaned as Hotel/Resort and many privately owned. I'm not a lawyer, but |
think it may violate antitrust laws {In the United States, antitrust laws are a collection of federal
and state government laws that regulate the conduct and organization of business corporations
and are generally Intended to promote competition and prevent monopalies). ] cannot see any
rationale in this move other than monopollzing the tourism market by protecting the hotel
industry's interest and destroying legal property management companies.

Competition In this Industry Is vitally tmportant to keep improving Hawail's accommodation
services and attracting visitors to Hawall. Competition results in better service, better property
management with increased tax income to the State that benefits afl local residents.

2. Atthe City and County level, this bill will affect the market value of many properties. Affecting
these values will affect tax reventies and thelr ultimate use,

There should be other ways to stop illegal vacation rentals or solve the Issue of the shortage of housing
for local residents.

Letting the Hotel Industry monopolize the Oahu's accommodation options will result in a rutned
economy.

Name Hews Ra Yoo
Date 8/30/21
Signature  HeeRaYQO
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-----Qriginal Message----- AUG 30 2021
From: rita wong [mailto:rita.aliibr@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2021 3:38 PM DEPT. OF PLANKING AND PERMITTING

To: info@honoluludpp.org
Subject: DPP STR Draft Bill - Unconstitutional

CAUTION: Email received from an EXTERNAL sender. Please confirm the content is safe prior
to opening attachments or links.

Mahalo in advance for considering our testimony.

| am a licensed Vacation Rental Manager at Ali’i Beach Rentals, been with this company for
about 7 years and many more great years to come. This job has given me the opportunity to
learn and be able to support my family and live on the expensive Island of Oahu. Passing this
bill, my family and | will be affected and so as the other 25 employees in this company.

Please re-consider this bill, we as a company has always complied with the rules and new laws
with short-term rentals. This bill will put many of us without jobs.

Thank you for your time.

Mahalo,

Rita Wong

Ali'i Beach Rentals
800-651-5657 ext.1







enforcement procedures along with the enhancement of DPP’s enforcement operations will
greatly improve the effectiveness of their actions and ability to address illegal short-term rentals.

It is for these reasons that the HTA welcomes these proposed amendments which will address
the proliferation of unregulated vacation rentals and improve the quality of life of our residents.
Mabhalo for the opportunity to share our testimony in SUPPORT of these proposed amendments.

This testimony is submitted prior to DPP’s presentation regarding this bill to HTA Board.
However, our testimony in support of stronger enforcement against illegal vacation rentals is
consistent with the continuing position of the HTA Board, leadership, our 2020-2025 HTA
Strategic Plan and HTA’s Destination Management Plans.
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----- Original Message--—- AUG 30 2021
From: Scott Brazwell [mailto:sbrazwell007 @gmail.com] DEPT.OF PLANNING &
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2021 3:11 PM : ND PERMITTING

To: Department of Planning and Permitting
Subject: Short Term Vacation Rentals

CAUTION: Email received from an EXTERNAL sender. Please confirm the content is safe prior to
opening attachments or links.

Aloha,

I strongly oppose changing the short-termn rental period to less than 180 days instead go the current
status quo of 30 days. The 30 day definition has been in effect for more than 20 years and local residents
have made final decision based on this definition. These decisions were made in accordance with the
current zoning laws.

This also impacts other in the community. Visiting relatives require accommodations in neighborhoods
close to family. This change would totally eliminate this choice. Many small business rely on these

visitors to survive these tough economic times.

While the profits from large chain hotels goes to the mainland. Money received from 30 day rentals
stays in our community.

Please oppose this draconian change.

Regards,
Scott Brazwell







who are abiding by the laws set forth, while continuing to reward those who have not complied while the
laws go unenforced.

Mazhalo,

Laurynn Paet

RS-83545

Alohana Realty LLC
Office (808) 922-2111x3
Cell (808) 773-3266
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AUG 30 2021

DEPT. OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

To whom it may concern,

Regarding the proposed Amendments to Chapter 21 (Land Use Ordinance), Revised Ordinances of
Honoelulu {ROH}1990, as Amended, Relating to Translent Accommodations, | hereby submit my
comments and testimony in opposition.

[ fully support enforcement actions against illegal Short-Term Rental operators. There is no need to

change the definition from 30-days to 180-days, and | support every effort to properly enforce the 30-
day minimum.

The draft Bill plans to ban the legal 30-day minimum vacation rentals in Apartment Precincts in Waikiki.
1 oppose this Bill for the following reasons:

1. There are people on Oahu who need rentals of less than 180-days. These uses include:
«  Families from out of State that are taking care of loved ones
- People moving to Oahu and looking to buy a home
Families who are waiting for thelr new home to complete construction
. Government contract workers
Traveling nurses
- Military PCS while locking for a home to buy
- Home Sellers who need to rent until they find a new property
Fitm and TV crews while on a shoot

Those people don’t need or want to stay at ocean front hotels paying expensive accommodation
fees. There should be an option for them to stay at condos less than 180 days with affordable
rates. This also benefits Hawaii’s economy.

2. Some buildings in Apartment Precincts in Waikiki ban 30-day vacation rentals in their Building
Bylaws, while there are some huildings that allow 30-day vacation rentals. If the purpose of this
Bill is to protect neighbors, why not let Owners Associations decide by allowing their input? Ido
not believe the DPP should override those owners' rights and implement such a one-sided
standardized rule ignoring each building's owners' opinion and right to decide.

While it is understandable banning illegal vacation rentals in more guiet “residential”
neighborhoods such as Kailua or Hawall Kai, it makes no sense for Waikiki. Waikiki is unique as a
successful tourism destination, with many local businesses, restaurants, and shops, that depend
on tourists. Healthy successful tourism needs a variety of accommodations that provide options
to visitors. With this proposed Bill it is narrewing accommuodations to only local residents with
long term 180-day leases, who will not contribute to the special businesses aimed at tourism
and income for business owners and the state of Hawaii,

It is obvious that this Bill is aimed to help the Hotel Industry in Waikiki. 1t does not benefit Oahu
by providing healthy competition as it only promotes the vested interest of the Hotel industry
and its revenue.



| also oppose this Bill for the following reasons:

1. Condo-Hotel properties MUST be operated by the Hotel: There are no illegal vacation rentals in
condo- hotels. They are zoned as Hotel/Resort and many privately owned. I'm not alawyer, but
1 think it may violate antitrust Jaws {In the United States, antitrust [aws are a collection of federal
and state government Jaws that regulate the conduct and organization of business corporations
and are generzlly intended to promote competition and prevent monopaolies). | cannot see any
rationale in this move other than monopolizing the tourism market by protecting the hote!
industry's interest and destroying legal property management companies,

Competition in this industry Is vitally important to keep improving Hawaii's accommodation
services and attracting visitors to Hawaii. Competition resuits in better service, better property
management with increased tax income to the State that benefits all local residents.

2. At the City and County level, this bill will affect the market value of many properties. Affecting
these values wil] affect tax revenues and their ultimate use.

There should be other ways to stop illegat vacation rentals or sclve the issue of the shortage of housing
for local residents.

tetting the Hotel Industry monopolize the Cahu's accornmeodation options will result in a ruined
economy.

Name YASuHIKD OC;A'WA
Date &/ 31/ 202/

Signature % {9/ @4“’:: % .
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From: Barbara Smith [mailto:hoppys@hawaiiantel.net] AUG 30 2021

Sent: Monday, August 30, 2021 3:01 PM '
: ' ND PERMITTING
To: info@honoluludpp.org | DEPT OF PLANNING AND P

Subject: Amendments to ordinance 19-18

CAUTION: Email received from an EXTERNAL sender. Please confirm the content is safe prior to
opening attachments or links.

To whom it may concern:

| am very pleased to read that the Department of Planning and Permitting (DPPLL) is proposing major
changes to Ordinance 19-18 concerning short-term rentals (STR). Especially the following:
1. Refty fines for those who operate illegally.
2. Allowing STRs only in resort designated areas and apartment areas abutting resort areas.
3. Requiring all STRs to register with the City and required to have their registration number or
their NUC number on all advertisements.

All the previous laws that covered STRs have been seriously flawed and unenforceable due to very low
fines or other means of punishment for illegal operators of an STR.

The Ohana law, was theoreticallyto provide an extra dwelling on a property for extended Ohana to live
in. This law was abused because of a loophole that enabled property owners to seli off the Ohana unit as
part of a horizontal property regime or condominium property regime. However, the primary residence
on the lot was the one owned by the property owner requesting an ohana unit. When the new “owner”
of the Ohana unit tried to get permission to add to the unit, they were told no way by the DPP as it
wasn't the primary unit on the lot. Don‘t you think there was something wrong her? The answer is yes
there was. If there were fines, they were negligible and not enforced.

The Bed & Breakfast law originally set limits in various residential communities for the number of
“legal=permitted”

B&B units. Qur community had a limit of 20. What happened? With a year, several of these legal B&B
permitted properties were placed on the market for sale at $200,000 to $400,000 more than the asking
price. And the permit ran with the land, not the property owner! This latter was a major flaw in the law
as the land can not operate a B&B only the property owner could. The other major flaw was that the
permit went to the new buyer of the property - a big flaw as all it did was increase reasonable priced
properties out of reach of our young residents just starting out.

Now we have the ADU law. Another flawed law that allows people in all residential areas to contract
another ADU unit on their property. This has all the makings of turning our existing Residential Zoning
categories moot as now a property owner in A 3.5 (one house on a 3,500 square foot lot) can now have
two thereby changing the zoning without the

property owners in that district actually voting on the change. The same is true forA5,A7.5,A 10
and A 20. | seriously

hope that this law wasn’t an end run to change the existing residential zoning districts into smaller ones
and thereby create instantaneous slums all over the whole island.




And then we have the istand wide Districts, like Koolauloa and Koolaupoko Development Plans, that hat
land use designations for residential, mixed use, commercial, preservation/conservation, farming, etc.
The districts in which Waikiki, Koolina and part of Kahuku had areas zoned for resort. Were these plan
thrown out in the trash?

| am concerned about the newly registered and existing NUC transient vacation units (TVU) in residential
area being assessed at the hotel and resort for real property tax purposes. To me this would turn the
town | live in and its adjacent residential areas into a resort zone against the will of the vast majority of
peaople living there.

1 would like to see a statement in the law, that the permit for any STR runs with the property owner who
was granted it and is moot upon the sale of the property. Again only a person can operate a STR not the
land.

| am glad to see that the DPP with receive some proceeds from the STR fines as well as from the resort
and B&B property tax to be use for enforcement. To me most of the previous laws had no mechanism
to address the cost of enforcement, which was a big part of the enforcement problems.

This is our island, our home, please think of the ramifications upon our population from the youngest
children to our oldest senior citizens. What do you want for them, your children, grandchildren, parents,
grandparents in the future? One big tourist destination area with no place for those who work in this
industry to live, or a good mix of residential, farming, industrial, commercial, resort and above all else
preservation/conservation which provides green spaces between communities and preserves a lot of
our Hawaiian heritage.

Thank you for reading this.

Aloha, Barbara J. (Hoppy) Smith






----Original Message-----

From: Tiffany Sugiyama Bakrim [mailto:tls56815@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2021 2:44 PM

To: info@honoluludpp.org

Subject: The hotel monopoly is corrupted!

ECEIVE
AUG 30 2021

DEPT. OF PLANHING AND PERMITTING

CAUTION: Email received from an EXTERNAL sender. Please confirm the content is safe prior to

opening attachments or links.

If anything should be obvious it is that we need to keep everything more local. Stop over reaching by the
Large Hotel monopoly!! This is corrupt and wrong. This is wrong and killing any hope us locals have of

getting a little bit above the paycheck to paycheck life.

Please let me know what you are going to do to support your population.

Mabhalo
Tiffany Sugiyama

Sent from my iPhone
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335 Hahani Street #342132* Kallua, HI 96734 * Phone/Fax (808) 262-0682 *htf3000@gmail.com

September 1, 2021

Planning Commission
Via email info@honoluludpp.org

Proposed Amendments to Chapter 21 (Land Use Ordinance}, Revised
Ordinances of Honolulu (ROH) 1990, as Amended,
Relating to Transient Accommodations

Although Hawaii's Thousand Friends supports prohibiting short-term vacation
rentals (STR) in residential zoning it is difficult to understand the rational behind
permitting STRs in apartment A-1 zoning.

The number of STRs that will be a permitted use in A-1 and A-Z zoning in the Ko
Olina, Kuilima, Gold Coast and Waikiki maps is stunning. The proposed bill states
that B&Bs and TVUs will be permitted in A-1/A-2 apartment districts near Kuilima
and Ko'Olina Resorts.

Exhibit C Kuilima map only shows A-1 zoning. Is the site currently zoned A-17 If not,
what is the current zoning? Page 4 of the proposed bill states that there is A-2
zoning but the Exhibit only shows A-1 zoning. Where is the A-2 district located in
relation to the Kuilima Resort?

Exhibit B Ko Olina Resort map shows extensive A-1 and A-2 zoning where B&Bs and
STRs will be a permitted use. Are all the areas identified as A-1 and A-2 currently the
existing zoning? If not, what is the existing zoning?

Including the A-2 area mauka of Farrington Highway is inconsistent with the
original intent of the “3,500 feet” provision, and will resuit in a further loss of local
housing; just the opposite of the stated intent of the proposed bill.

LUO Sec. 21-5.640 permits time sharing units in the A-2 medium density apartment
zoning district provided: (a) They are within 3,500 feet of a resort zoning district of
greater than 50 contiguous acres; and (b) the resort district and the A-2 district
shall have been rezoned pursuant to the same zone change application as part of a
master-planned resort community.




The intent of this Bill is to allow STRs in A-1 and A-2 district in addition to
timeshares but without any provisions for distance and planning.

How can apartments built in the A-1 and A-2 district compete with the very
lucrative timeshares and STRs?

The changes to the Waikiki apartment precincts lack long-term vision. The
implications of allowing hotel and STR use in such a large existing long-term
resident area must be studied. A more detailed transition plan is required in order
to avoid creating a large incompatible use area and community disruption.

Exhibit A Gold Coast map shows the entire area zoned A-2. Is A-2 the only zoning
within this area? If not, identify the other zones and their locations.

The proposed bill is silent on which supersedes, the map or the LUO text, should
there be a discrepancy. That information must be contained in the LUO.

The current LUQ states that the purpose of apartment zoning is to allow for a range
of apartment densities and a variety of living environments. The predominant uses
include multifamily dwellings, such as common wall housing, walkup apartments and
high-rise apartments.

The current LUO states that the intent of A-1 low density is to provide areas for low
density, multifamily dwellings. It may be applied as a buffer between residential
districts and other more intense, noncompatible districts. It would be applicable
throughout the city and the intent of the A-2 medium density apartment district is to
provide areas for medium density, multifamily dwellings. It is intended primarily for
concentrated urban areas where public services are centrally located and
infrastructure capacities are adequate.

The bill states that STRs are disruptive to the character and fabric or our residential
neighborhoods and are inconsistent with the land uses that are intended for our
residential zoned areas, they decrease the supply of long-term housing for local
residents throughout the City, and make living on Oahu less affordable for its resident
population

Oahu'’s apartment zoning is designated for residents. How will residents living in A-
1 or A-2 zoning “adjacent” to resort zoning not be subject to the same disruptions
identified for residentially zoned neighborhoods?

The bill is silent on how “adjacent” is identified and measured and the maps show
broad-brush changes. Much greater detail must be included in the next draft
showing the exact location of A-1 and A-2 properties and explaining what factors
will be used to determine if a A-1 or A-2 zoned property is “adjacent” to a resort
district.



Since Oahu has a severe shortage of rental apartment and housing units it doesn’t
make sense to allow short-term vacation rental units in apartment zoning, which is
intended for Oahu residents.

Hawaii’s Thousand Friends supports:

The provision of the bill that stops the use of “fake” 30-day leases by
redefining STRs as 180 days or less.

Increasing fines from $10,000 to $25,000 for each violation with $25,000 per
day if the violation continues as a deterrent to continuing illegal behavior-.
We hope that this provision includes the requirement that the Department of
Planning and Permitting may not reduce fines in the hope of getting
compliance, as is the current practice,

o Lack of enforcement against short-term vacation rentals in all
zoning except resort has been the biggest roadblock to stopping this
illegal activity. The creation of a special fund dedicated to improving
the City’s enforcement efforts will greatly help the continuation and
spread of illegal short-term vacation rentals in all appropriate zoning
districts.

Requiring all legal short-term vacation rentals to list registration and TMK
numbers in all advertisements will make it easier for the Department and
residents to identify illegal short-term vacation rentals.

Grandfathering in existing short-term vacation rentals with Non-conforming
Use certificates so they continue to operate and apply for new permits.

Requiring that advertisements for all legal short-term vacation rentals must
include a registration number and their TMK number.

Requiring that all illegal vacation rentals be removed from advertising or face
significant fines.

Subjecting violators who consent to stop their illegal vacation rental business
to a $100,000 fine if they break the terms of that agreement.
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----Original Message-----

From: Cindy Eastman [mailto:alohacindyeastman@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2021 1:59 PM

To: info@honoluludpp.org

Subject: Vacation rentals in my owner occupied home

CAUTION: Email received from an EXTERNAL sender. Please confirm the content is safe prior to
opening attachments or links.
To who it my concern

| have lived in Hawaii for over 40 years raised 3 local children educated them and watched them
participate in division one sports representing the state of Hawaii and giving back to the community.

Today | am single Mom/Grandmother with Four Grandchildren and the only way | can afford to stay in
Hawaii and help raise them is to rent out a room in my home. | have made many sacrifices to stay here
and have spent years giving back to Hawaii thru education and helping small businesses.

The fact that 1 gladly give up my personal space in my home and host others to share my joy and lifestyle
here in Hawaii and have the ability to STAY here and be active in this community is what makes a super
host a success.

So not link people that rent spaces in their own home out as the same as investors that rent out non
cwner occupied homes in the same boat. We are not we are home and we provide safe and protected
places for those that want to travel and not stay in a hotel.

This action is not being considerate of the true home owners that live and rent their spaces fairly.
Hawaii's history is sharing stories and our special lifestyles with others.

ALOHA is sharing our joy and our love of the islands

" Please do not change the rules to linger stays meaning that only Canadians and Europeans can take that
long time off to rent a place.

Aloha,
Cindy



-----Original Message-—-- AUG 30 2021
From: Corinne Vollrath [mailto:rdal786@shaw.ca]
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2021 1:40 PM

To: info@honoluludpp.org
Subject: Bill 89 amendment :(

DEPT. OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

CAUTION: Email received from an EXTERNAL sender. Please confirm the content is safe prior to
opening attachments or links.

Owners have property rights

A. I will NOT pay to stay in my condo ,

B. | have paid my NUC certificate on time for many years, and would ask you only

to charge units ( the registration fee) if they had not previously had a certificate. This

would apply to units joining in the areas adjacent to resort areas.

C. Vollrath

Owner #802 Waikiki Sunset
(587)921- 2930

Sent from my iPad












The fact that units in condominiuvm-hotels can currently be managed by either the hotel pool or
by third-party management companies creates a healthy and competitive market. Imposing that
only the hotel pool is allowed to manage all units in condominjum-hotels creates a monopolistic
market for the hotel industry. It is obvious that this type of condition only has negative effects for
the public (higher prices and lower-quality service), and only benefits the hotel industry, In this
purely monopolistic model, the monopoly firm can restrict output, raise prices, and enjoy super-
normal profits in the long run. With this monopoly, the hotels would be able to charge very high
management fees to the owners of hotel-units without fearing to lose clients, since the owners
would be stuck without any other choices.

Some condomininm-hotels have up to 1,000 hotel-units. One hotel operator can easily be
overwhelmed by having to manage all the units and can’t offer the dedicated, very responsive
and reliable service a management company can for both the owners and the guests. This could
quickly turn the owners' investments into a Ioss and force many to sell their units. I agree that the
number of tourists coming to the islands needs to be limited. A healthy tourism industry would
be highly beneficial for this island. However, it is important for the tourism industry as well to
support a healthy, professional, and competitive market. This is the only way to ensure that the
supply of vacation rental units is kept in good condition, the quality of services remains high and
prices competitive.

The local property management company that manages my property has maintained an average
rating from renters of 4.92 stars (out of 5 stars possible) for my property. By contrast, the
average rating from renters of all condo units in my building managed by the hotel are 20%
lower than this. This indicates that tourists are more satisfied with units such as mine, managed
by local management companies, than with those managed by the hotel. Why would you want to
eliminate that superior service along with competitive pricing for your visitors?

2). Sec. 21-5.730-2 (a): “Each natural person may own no more than one unit that is registered as
a B&B or TVU".

This section does not have any positive impact on the local housing market! Since the number of
legal units would not increase, why does it matter how many units a person owns?

"Legal entities other than natural persons are not eligible to register a bed and breakfast home or
transient vacation unit with the department.”

Many owners own their properties through their personal trust, simply for the purpose of
protecting their property. This has no bearing on the housing market and should not be
restricted.

This section obviously would not apply to corporate hotel owners that already own thousands of
transient vacation units, so it wonld benefit them by harming their competition. Such drastic
regulations and limitation of ownership does not protect the city’s residential neighborhoods and
housing stock, it would only discriminate against and cause harm to individual owners.



3). Sec. 21-5.730-2 (b): "The application cost for an initial registration is $5,000.00 and the
application cost for renewing a registration is $2,500.00”.

These fees are excessive, not reasonable, and do nothing to achieve the stated purpose of this
ordinance, which is to protect residential neighborhoods. These fees apparently would not apply
to corporate hotel owners that own thousands of TVUs, so applying them only to individual
owners is unjust discrimination.

It is completely obvious that many sections of this bill were written for the sole purpose of
benefiting the corporate hotel owners and it would create a windfall for them. Since when is that
the role of government? This bill imposes ownership, operations, and financial hardships,
hurdles and restrictions on individual TVU owners and operators while at the same time giving
corporate hotel owners the unfettered right to operate without the same restrictions. This bill
seeks to take away long-established property owners' rights in the resort zone that explicitly
allow owners to own and operate TVUs. This bill may also be a violation of the Fourteenth
Amendment which guarantees the protection of equal rights.

Those who have chosen to own and operate short-term rentals in the resort zone have done so in
a good-faith effort to comply with existing laws and should be allowed to continue without these
newly proposed hardships, hurdles and restrictions.

Sincerely,

Carl Schneider
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August 30, 2021

To Whom This May Concern,

Regarding TVUs

| recently received an email from a James Tobkin, from RedAwning, who is pushing for short-term
rentals to tourist in Waimanalo. | have no idea how this man got my email address. He was attempting
to get me to rent out my property for vacation rental, with the enticement to “ensure that you make the
most money possible on your listings”.

| rent part of my property out to people of Hawaii, who are long-term residents/rentals. | know | could
get more money with these short-term rentals, but | am committed to preserving what beauty we have
left in Hawaii for the long-term, not a quick buck. I'm sure there are other people in my area that will
want to make the quick buck.

What can we do to stop these greedy, money-crazy people from undermining our islands? They need to
be controlled and mast importantly fined for their activities that may he illegal.

Please help the commaon citizen to stop these un-friendly and destructive practices. Please pass
legislation ta make this activity illegal, and make sure there is funding to allow for enforcement of these
destructive practices.

Aloha,

Sharon Young

(808)226-9117
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From: Proctor, Catherine AUG 30 2021
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2021 12:32 PM
To: Takara, Gloria C | DEPT. OF PLANNING AMD PERM]TTINEJ

Subject: Oral testimony provided via call

Hi therel

| recelved a call from Ms., Nancy Manali-Leonardo (941-778-2190 or 808-542-
1556) who does not have access 1o a computer and asked that | relay her
festimony to the Planning Commission.

She Is currently on the mainland and said that If this bill passes she will become
homeless. She Is an owner for one of the condo hotels and feels that she will
become homeless if the property furns o hotel only.

Thanks

Catherine Proctor

Private Secretary fo the Director

City & County of Honolulu

Department of Planning and Permitting
Phone: 768-8000

email: cprocior@honolulu.gov

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-moil message., including any atfachments, is for the sole use of the Intended recipleni(s)
and may contaln confidential ond privileged information. Any unauthornized review, use, disclosure or distribution Is
prohibited. If you are not the infended reciplent, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and desfroy all coples of the
original message,
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Chloe Meister
58-298 Kamehameha Hwy.
Haleiwa HI 96712
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DPP,
I am requesting that you do not change the rental rules from 30 to 180 days.

Resident landlords on the North Shore will not be able to pay their mortgages .
When residents are forced into foreclosure foreign investors step in. Most of the beachfront

North Shore is owned by oft sland ownersl.
Local people who have invested in the North Shore should be helped, not driven out.

Please support invested locals.
Let us keep our rentals that have supplemented our mortgages.

Taking away our rights to rent our own houses, especially during this pandemic time when we
are struggling financially is wrong and will be crippling.

Pilease DO NOT pass this new bill.

?Mw T et



Torrey P. Meister
58-298 Kamehameha Hwy.
Haleiwa HI 96712 .

‘F el

August 29, 2021

1

To the Department of Planning and Permitting, 5

I am writing {0 oppose more government dictation on what home owners can do with theirown
homes.

| am a Professional Surfer. For years | have watched the international surfing industry come
and go from the North Shore. They do not stay for 180 days. However, they do come
EVERY year and supplement our local economy.

Surfers will not be able to afford o stay in “resort zones”  Even if they do, they will not STAY
in the resort zones. If they're going to be on the North Shore anyway, why do you want to take
away the income from struggling North Shore residents?

This proposed rule will take needed money away from local families who hav:, invested in the
North Shore.  “Investment homes” are businesses and will still find a way to conform to your
rules.  FAMILIES will not 22 able to pay their mortgages if you force them tn give away their
rentals to 6 month or more eases.

There has been a witch hunt on the North Shore because people who come from other places
to have their “time that | lived in Hawaii” can’t find affordable rent. It is unfair to force invested
local families o “rent affordably” at the expense of not being able to afford their house
payments. Changing the rules doesn’t change the reality of homeowner’s bills. People were
counting on rental income when they purchased these properties.

Please support North Shore residents by allowing them to continue to do 30 day or more
rentals out of locally owned homes.

Mabhalo,

Torrey Meister
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Mike Meister
58-178 C2 Kamehameha Hwy.
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August 29, 2021 ' ?
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Dear Planning Cormmission,

| oppose proposed changes to the DPP lllegal Vacation Rental Bill based on infringements of
personal rights. '

My opinion is that your new guidelines are an overreach that will hurt our economy, hurt me
personally, hurt our rental market and NOT help the people that need affordable rentals.

This move will only escalate the “illegal” rental problem.

Until more housing unit permits are issued there will be no release from the stvanglehold that
the DPP has on local home svners.

For the Government to place more restrictions on how our personal property .5 used,
especially when it is about people residing in residentially zoned areas, is completely

inappropriate and should not be allowed. How long we can rent our spaces should be left to
the taxpayer.

Mike Meister




August 28, 2021
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Susan Meister =N
59-178 C2 Kamehameha Hwy. ) 3
Haleiwa HI 96712 .
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Dear Sirs at DPP, = hl

| am communicating to contest the proposed changes to vacation rentals on Gahu.

| have lived on the North Shore for 20 years.

| have invested in the North Shore.

1
During Covid my home went into foreclosure.

| had to borrow hundreds of thousands of
dollars to retain my home.

if you take away my ability to do 30 day or more rentals my family will surely become
displaced.

Many homeowners on the North Shore have a rental to supplement their mortgage payments
and be able to pay their taxes.

This proposed rule will prohibit us from semester long contracts with college students; it will

bar the 3 and 4 month contracts we have with traveling nurses , active duty military, and
traveling University staff.

Forcing gueéts to spend thsir money in “resort zones™ does not keep them in the resort zones.
Our roads, neighbeorhoods, teaches and services remain crowded by tourists regardless of

where they are sleeping. Th.s proposal just keeps the money from flowing irit local
communities.

This bill does not help résidents, it just kills the small local investor.

Please do not change the transient vacation rental rule, financially, you're killing local
homeowners.

Thank you for your consideration,

Susan Meister



)

Mr. Dean Uchida

City and County of Honolulu,
Department of Planning and Permitting
650 S. King Street, 7th Floor
Honolulu, HI 96813

August 30, 2021

Dear Sir,

My name is Jonnah Sayson, | am writing this letter to formally request a written
document stating the Department of Pemmitting and Planning(DPP) doesn't have a
stored copy of the building plan or blueprint of 94-426 NOHOLOA LOOP, MILILANI HI
96789, therefore is unable fo provide me with such copy/document. | have talked to
historical archives and Data Imaging branch, both have verified that the property
mentioned above was built before 1978 and so does not have any stored building plans
or blueprints at the department. | have also talked to both the developer and association
representatives and both have said that they don’t have any copy of the blueprint or
building plans of the property. _

| am leasing this property, but | have received permission from the owners to use the
house for foster home in the future. 1 am in the process of submitting the requirements
and one of the requirements is the letter | am requesting to your office. The license
department at DD-DOH has informed me that | must provide this document from your
department to start the application process.

| humbly ask your prompt action in this regard, | sincerely hope all in well in this trying
times! Should you have any questions, please contact me at 808-726-5066 / 808-429-
8595 or Jonsayson0025@gmail.com.

Thank you very much!

Jonnah Sayson




DARREN AIWOH]I
62-103 ANAHULU PLACE
HALEIWA, HAWAII 86712
PHONE 1 (808) 722-5658

August 19, 2021 =

reabd

Mr. Dean Uchida, Director 7
Department of Permitting and Planning

Frank Fasie Municipal Building '
650 South King Street, :
Honolulu, Hawaii, 96813
Re: A2018-08-0018
Dear Mr. Uchiida,

| need some help!

My draftsman, Dan R. Hawkins applied for my building permit on line Three years ago!
Kanani Padeken, was processing our plans, which Dan understood was ready to be issued, but for some

reason Kanani, before she was caught taking bribes and fired, was not returning Dan’s repeated phone

calls, leaving a voice message with my name and application number A2018-08-0018 to call him,
cancelled our building permit application.

If Kanani, had returned Dan’s phone calls | would not be writing this letter, and would be building my
house. Instead of paying interest on by vacant lot!

Upon finding out my building permit application was cancelled Dan wrote letters and emailed the
following on my behalf:

Mr. Mayor Rick Blangiardi on January 28, 2021. NO REPLAY!
Mr. Perry Tamayo, on March 16, 2021, NO REPLAY!
On 4/1/2021 Email to Perry Tamayo, with copy of March 16, 2021, letter attached. NO REPLAY!

What bothers me the most is that the above people did not have the courtesy to replay to Dan’s letters
requesting for help in me getting my building permit.

Given Kanani Padeken was not doing her job as required, it is only fair to me, is to reinstate my building
permit Application and issue my building permit.

Thank you for your help.

Sincerely, @.

Darren i



Planning Commission

650 South King St
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7' Floor

Honoluly, HI 86816
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August 25, 2021

[

RE: Why are you eliminating BnB’s

-

BnB’s aren’t the issue. They support local families. They aren't the noise and parking issues. Please let
us do what we want with the rental that is attached to OUR home.

180s days is far too long. We enjoy being able to rent our home out for a month during the summer and
E0 on vacation.
































































































































































































































































